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PREFACE 


The contents of this introduction had a long conception period. I tried to 
re- and reshape it since I begun teaching Turkology at the Attila József Univer- 
sity, Szeged, Hungary, in 1974. I first outlined the basic contours of this variant 
in Bonn in the academic year 1982/83, when I tought there as a visiting profes- 
sor in the Zentralasiatisches Seminar. Coming back to Szeged I changed the 
language from German to English and used the draft for graduate courses. In 
the meantime I learnt that several of my colleagues were preparing similar 
introductions. I almost left my manuscript unfinished when I met some of these 
colleagues and realized that our approaches were basically different. I became 
convinced that our respective introductions would fit into a greater framework 
complementing each other. Thus I set myself to finish the work. Unfortunetely 
other inevitable duties have hindered me to complete the entire work. This 
volume is only the first of a series but does not bear this numeral because I am 
in this respect superstitious. The second volume is practically ready. It will 
contain the introduction to the sources in the Manichean, Sogdian, Uighur and 
Arabic scripts. These systems of writing were used to render Old Turkic texts. 
In a further part I intend to deal with those writing systems in which we find 
Old Turkic words, names and isolated phrases, such as Chinese, Pahlavi, Geor- 
gian, Armenian, Greek, Latin, Cyrillic, Hebrew. In an Appendix I shall sum- 
merize our knowledge on the inscriptions written with the East European 
"Runic" script(s) wich I consider practically undeciphered. If space will allow I 
plan to add Syriac and Phagspaal though Turkic texts written in these systems 
pertain to the Middle Turkic period. Thus volumes I and II will offer a kind of 
graphematic and ortographic analyzis of Old Turkic. In Volume III all loan- 
words from Old Turkic into non Turkic languages will be dealt with. Here the 
earliest Turkic layers in Mongolian and in the Uralic languages, among them of 
course Hungarian, will have our main attention. 

I hope very much that the three volumes will lay a solid foundation for 
a phonetic and a phonological analyzis of Old Turkic. 

Compiling this book I have tried to write for graduate level students of 
Turkology. I hope, however, that it will be useful for undergraduates, as well, 
presupposing a well qualified instructor. Perhaps some parts will be useful for 
non Turkologists in the adjacent fields. 

I would like to offer my sincere thanks to all my colleagues in Szeged 
who helped me with advises and corrections. My special thanks are due to 
Klára Szönyi-Sändor who took care of editing the text and to Etelka Szónyi 
for drawing the tables. 
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PART ONE 
GENERAL INTRODUCTION 


THE TURKS AND TURKOLOGY 


Turkology is a branch of science which deals with the Turks. In the 
broadest sense it is interested in any fact which is connected with the Turks, 
but in a narrower sense it deals with their language, history, literature and 
other cultural activities. In this book the term Turkology will be used for one 
aspect of these studies, namely the linguistic one. Accordingly Turkology will be 
used as a term denoting the study of the Turkic languages, their history and 
present state. We shall interested ourselves in the history of the Turkic languag- 
es with the aim of reconstructing this history, but also of gaining data on the 
history of the people and their culture. In the second part of this book we shail 
also try to give a picture of the present Turkic languages with the aim of pro- 
viding the essentials for their comparison. | 

Before we go ahead we have to define the term Turk. In the usage of 
the present times the name Turk is used to denote two different groups of 
people. In a narrower sense Turk is the name of the Turkish speaking popula- 
tion of the Republic of Turkey. In the following we shall call their language 
Turkish. In some books this Turkish language is called Ottoman Turkish, Turkish 
of Turkey and so on. We shall use Ottoman Turkish for the old literary language 
of the Ottoman Empire. During the long history of the Ottoman Empire there 
existed also a spoken language with many dialects, these spoken idioms we shall 
quote as Osmanli. About the periodization of these idioms and of their relative 
chronology we shall speak later. 

In a broader sense Turk denotes any people which speak a language 
which belongs to the Turkic group of languages. For the languages spoken by 
the Turkic people we shall use the generic term Turkic. The contrast Turkish 
and Turkic is artificial and gained recognition only in the last few decades, it 
has been modelled after the opposition German for the German language and 
Germanic for a larger group of languages to which belong also English, the 
Scandinavian languages Norvegian, Swedish, Danish and also Flemish and the 
language of the Netherlands. A few English scholars oppose the usage of Turk- 
ic, they suggest using Turkish for the whole language family and Republican 
Turkish for the Turkish of Turkey. The other European languages also have 
problems with this distinction. In German Tiirkisch is used both for the smaller 
and the larger group, recently Tiirkei Tiirkisch is appearing for the smaller 
group, Osmantürkisch is used for the old literary language. In French the name 
turc denotes both the smaller and the greater group, but also here turc as well 
as turque du Turquie is used. In Russian until the thirties of this century fureckiy 
was the term of all languages, but since then a new differentiation arose, and 
now fureckiy denotes only Turkish and turkskiy is the term denoting Turkic. 
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In this book Turkology will be used for the study of the Turkic languages 
independent of when they were spoken. 

We shall speak about historical Turkic languages spoken in the past and 
present or modern Turkic languages spoken recently. 

There does exist a considerable uncertainty about the name Türk. Not 
only its etymology is debated but also its early pronunciation and usage. Some 
authors claim that the oldest fixed form of this name is not Türk but Tiirki. 
This opinion is based on the following facts: In the East Turkic Runic inscrip- 
tions we find the word written with letters TWRK, where the last letter K is 
written with a special sign which occurs only before and after 6 or ü. This 
would entitle. us to read türkü, türük, türkö, türök. It is however almost a rule 
without exception that in the great inscriptions final vowels are written in full, 
ie. with a separate sign, therefore only the forms türük and türók would be 
plausible. "Would be" in the previous sentence refers to the fact, that all this is 
true only in the case of non-reduced vowels. So this written form as well reflect 
a reduced labial in word final position. In the Chinese sources we find two 
hieroglyphs, which render the pronunciation of the name of the Turks. The first 
had to be read in Middle Chinese as tua or диа (Karlgren No. 489a), and is 
pronounced in the present Chinese language оѓ Beijing as Tu (t'u), the second 
was pronounced as kiwat (Karlgren 301c) and is pronounced in modern Peking- 
ese as que (сийе, küe). Later on we shall deal in a more detailed way with the 
Chinese transcription of Turkic, here it will suffice if we state that the present 
pronunciation of these hieroglyphs is Tuchüe. The Middle Chinese rendered 
something as *türküt, or türkür, but the second form makes no sense. The first 
is not the basic form of the name, but reflects a non Turkic form with a suffix. 
It has been suggested that the final -t is the sign of the plural, and in fact some 
ethnonyms are frequently used in the plural, as we would say "the Turks". This 
plural can be either Sogdian or Mongolian, but not Turkic. The Mongolian 
plural is in fact -d and can be used only for words ending in a -} -r, thus a 
form Türküd would be possible only if the singular would have been Türkün, 
Türkül or Türkür, none of which is anywhere recorded. The plural in + in 
Sogdian is not dependent on the final, so it is very likely that the Chinese form 
reflects a Sogdian twrkwt as Harmatta (1972) suggested. This is also historically 
very plausible, since as we shall see that the Sogdians played an important role 
in Central Asia at the time of the appearance of the Turks. And in fact in the 
recently discovered Inscription of Bugut which is written in Sogdian we find the 
form trkwt. The Sogdian form *türküt tells us nothing about the final vowel of 
the name, because if the original name was Türk, a connecting vowel -ü- would 
have had to be added because the cluster rkt in the final was unpronounceable. 
According to Bailey (1985 102) the ending would be an Iranian adjective suffix 
-kut, thus *türküt would be in fact an adjective and not a noun (more precisely 
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türk-kut). This possibility is connected with the etymology of the ethnonym. 
Some authors quote the Tibetan name of the Turks. This occurs in the early 
Tibetan sources as dru-gu. The Tibetan could have written also drug (in some 
sources it occurs, but seems to be secondary) but it could not write turk or 
durk, because it had no final -rk. The Tibetan form is however not a direct 
reflection of the name. It is of Khotanese origin. In Khotan the inhabitants 
spoke an East Iranian language until the end of the 10th century which was 
called Saka. In this language #trukà is the original form but in later texts tturka 
is also found (see Bailey 1985). The initial double tt denotes only a simple stop 
t- and the final -à was not pronounced in later Khotanese Saka. The first form 
thus reflects a name truk, perhaps earlier truka, the second reflects Türk. The 
Khotanese form truk seems to be of great age, because the Tibetan form can 
be only considered as the reflection of truk and not of Turk. The latter would 
have been rendered as dur-gu or dur-ku, as e.g. the name Tiirgesh is rendered as 
dur-gyis. Considering the Khotanese Truk(a) we have two options. Either this is 
the original name or this is a secondary development in Saka. If we have to do 
with the first possibility we are confronted with a name of non Turkic origin 
which has been transferred to the Turks who adapted this name Truk to their 
phonetical system as Türk, a case which is very frequent with ethnical names, 
let us only refer to the name of the Russians or the Hungarians..In this case all 
etymologies which later connected the ethnonym Tiirk with Turkic words would 
be late folk etymologies. This is also very frequent with ethnonyms. In the 
second case Truk(a) would be a Khotanese Saka development and would ren. ` 
der an earlier Tiirk with perhaps a vowel at the end of uncertain quality. Even 
in this case we cannot be certain whether the name itself is of Turkic origin, 
since the Sakas could have learnt it from other people, or from the Turks 
themselves but even in the latter case it is not necessarily a Turkic word, they 
could have given themselves a name of non Turkic origin as do the Russians, 
or the French, (as we know Rus is not a Slavic nor Frank a Romance word). 
Most scholars, however, opt for the Turkic origin of the name Türk. The 
opinions about the Turkic etymon of the name Tiirk can be divided into two 
groups. To the first pertain those who depart from the adjective türk, the others 
try to find other. words. To the latter pertain scholars who derive the name 
from a suffixed form of Turkic törü- Чо come into existence, to be created’. 
This idea is based on the fact that many ethnic names are connected with the 
concept of "being, This suggestion has however to be refuted, because the 
vowel of the first syllable is safely everywhere -ü- or its regular reflex. Some 
tried to combine the name Türk with the noun töre "place of highly esteemed 
guests in the yurt’ or törü ’customary law’, both ideas have to be refused be- 
cause of phonetical and also semantical difficulties. An idea that the basic word 
was not türk but für, to which suffixes as kü and n or t have been attached is 
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also not acceptable. The only Turkic word which has a chance of being con- 
nected with the ethnonym is türk. But also here we are confronted with differ- 
ent opinions and confusing facts. The word occurs in the Old Turkic texts, but 
as we shall see its exact meaning in these text is also debated. Then it occurs in 
the Divan of Mahmud al-Kashgari, where we read the following: "TRK ’ name 
of a city in the country of the Turks, TURK 'Name of the son of Noah, God's 
blessing be upon him. This is the name by which God called the sons of Turk son 
of Noah, just as 'Man' is the name of Adam, peace be upon him, in the following 
verse [citations from the Koran follow... ], ...it is a collective noun, since there is no 
one who can be excluded from this singular. In the same way "Türk! is the name 
of the son of Noah, in the singular; but when it refers to his sons it is a collective - 
like the word 'human;, it is used for singular or plural. Likewise, ‘Rum’ is the 
name of Rum son of Esau son of Isaac, God's blessings be upon him, and also 
his sons were called by that name. I state that at-Turk is the name given by God. 
This is on the authority of the venerable Shayk and Imam, al-Husayn Ibn Khalaf 
al-Kashgari, who was told by Ibn al-Gharqi, who said..." and follows the praise 
of the Turks, also a poem and then it is continued: "The singular is TURKu as 
well as the plural. kim san who are you?'; türk màn Т am a Turk’; türk süsi 
atlandi "The troops of the Turks mounted". The point is here that Kashgari 
joining the Mohammedan tradition connects the ancestor of the Turks with 
Noah, and further he has to make clear to the Arabs that the word Türk has no 
special plural form as most of the Arabic ethnonyms have. (Later the form 
terak was used). He points to the fact that this is a collective noun as well, it 
should not to be suffixed e.g. with -ler, so you have to say fürk süsi atlandi and 
not *türkler süsi atlandi, or atlandilar. Here the only problematical place is 
where Kashgari writes once the singular as TURKu. In the given place the 
word is written with two dammas, and until the last edition of Dankoff and 
Kelly (1982, 274) it was either neglected or uncertain. Now according to Dan- 
koff the second u has been written by a later hand and does not pertain to the 
original. After this item follows a third one: TURK a particle of time indicating 
"the mid-point of the ripening of a fruit’. Thus türk üzüm Gdi "(he mid-time of 
ripening grapes’, türk quyas бай "mid time (i.e. noon)’, türk yigit 'a young man at 
the prime of his youth’ (all texts in the translation of Dankoff op.cit.). The only 
modern spoken Turkic language where this word seems to survive is Kirghiz, 
where the word türk denotes ір, fat, about sheep; ob ovcah krupnyj i Zirnyj’ 
(Yudahin). In Ottoman we find fürk as 'young, beautiful’ but it is uncertain 
whether this meaning is a secondary development of the ethnonym or the same 
word as in Kirghiz. This ethnonym has іп many languages the meaning "young, 
beautiful (people) and the opposite "terrifying, coarse (people), as e.g. in 
Persian or in French, German. Thus Clauson (1962) seems to be right when he 
writes that in none of the Turkic languages of the Middle or Modern period 
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does the word mean ’strength’. He also concluded that the idea that Tiirk 
should be derived from a Turkic word for ’strength’, as suggested by Németh 
(1926) and accepted by most scholars should be abandoned. The question of 
the word türk in the Old Turkic texts is, however another case. In some texts it 
stands alone and it is not always clear whether it denotes an ethnic group or is 
a qualifier, as e.g. in türk bodun "Türk people’. In some other texts it is the 
second part of a so called hendiadys, a binomial expression where both parts of 
the construction have the same, or almost the same meaning. Where fiirk stands 
as part of a binomial expression it is always erk türk. The word erk has the basic 
. meaning in these texts ’power, strength, will, free will’. It had a disyllabic form 
erik from which the Hungarian word eró ’strength’ can be derived. It was bor- 
rowed also by Mongolian in the form erke and has there the meaning 'power, 
authority’. The word türk had to have the same meaning as, or a semantic field 
very near to erk. Taking into account the data of Kashgari the noun türk had 
to denote the strength and authority reached by somebody when he was at his 
biological maturity, a similar meaning was also used for animals. It is unlikely 
that this should have been the name of an ethnic group, but it could have 
become the epiteton omans of a ruling clan ’the mighty, those who have the 
authority, the strength, the power', and from this it became first the name of a 
tribe ruled by this clan and later the name of all people speaking the same 
language or living in the same Empire. 

This solution does not exclude the one mentioned earlier, namely that 
the name Türk is finally of non Turkic origin. It may have been of foreign, non 
Turkic origin, but later when it became the name of the ruling Turkic clan it 
was reinterpreted as a Turkic name and used consciously as such. In 551 A.D. 
a coalition of tribes under the leading tribe of the Turks founded a new Empire 
in Inner Asia and later the name became the name of this Khanate and the 
name of the people who pertained to it. Even later, after the dissolution of the 
first Turkic Kanate the name became a generic name for all groups of people 
speaking a language related. According to the Chinese Annals the Turks got 
their name from the Golden Mountain which had the form of a helmet, and a 
helmeí is called in their language *türküt. No such or similar word is hitherto 
known from any Central Asiatic language, with the exception of Khotanese 
Saka where we find tturakä 'cover', in Turkic gapqa y. (On the earlier history of 
the question without the last Saka data see Doerfer TMEN II 483-495, Clauson 
1962.) 

We see that the name Turk had its own history before it became a term 
in European scholarship. Turkology in the narrower sense used in this book 
deals with the languages of the Turks. 





14 A. RONA-TAS: AN INTRODUCTION TO TURKOLOGY 


TURKIC AND THE OTHER LANGUAGES 


Turkic and the Altaic languages 

Altaic is the name of a language family. Language family is a term used 
for a special type of a group of languages. To understand what exactly a lan- 
guage family is we have to know the difference between such terms as linguistic 
identity, linguistic similarity and linguistic correspondence. Two linguistic forms are 
identical if and only if their phonetic shape and semantics are the same. Similar 
are two units of a language when they are not identical but their form and/or 
their meaning resemble each other. Two linguistic units (words, phrases, struc- 
tures etc.) correspond to each other if their difference can be described by 
stating regularities. Languages cannot be grouped according to their linguistic 
identities because in no two languages do identical features exist, at best fea- 
tures are only similar. Even in cases of formal (phonetic) and semantic identity 
their usage, Le. the rules for their use in the different languages are different. 

To a language family belong languages which have the same genetic 
affinity, or with other words which belong to the same group of languages 
where the group is defined by the genetic principle. The genetic principle says 
that two or more languages belongs to the same genetic group of languages if 
and only if their basic subsystems can be followed back with help of tracing 
regular changes to a common language. The theory of linguistic relationship 
needs further elucidation but we cannot go here into. details (see for details 
Róna-Tas 1978). In the genetically related languages we find regular correspon- 
dences but neither identity nor similarity is needed to prove genetic relation- 
ship. Therefore neither identities nor similarities tell us anything about the 
genetic relationship of languages. ` 

Similarity between languages can be due to several factors of which the 
most important are the following: 1. chance, 2. typological affinity, 3. convergen- 
cy from independent different points of departure, 4. historical causes. The 
historical causes can be: a. genetical relationship, b. areal contacts, c. the im- 
pact of a language from outside, which may act as a superstrate or a substrate. 
As we see similarities can be due to many factors. For the linguist those fea- 
tures are of interest which are due not to superficial similarities but to regular 
correspondence. Chance can never cause regular correspondence, but all other 
factors can. Therefore even regular correspondences between two languages do 
not necessarily say anything about their genetic relationship. The genetic rela- 
tionship is a very special kind of the possible grouping of languages. Why has 
the genetical grouping a special status in linguistic science? 

Languages can be grouped by criteria which can be arbitrary or non 
arbitrary, exhaustive or non exhaustive and unambiguous or not unambiguous. 
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If a criterion is non arbitrary this means that this grouping is the only possible. 
Da grouping is non exhaustive this means that there may exist a language 
which belongs to none of the groups, and if a grouping is not unambiguous this 
means that a language may belong at the same time to two or more groups 
(see Greenberg 1957). How we can group languages? In many ways. The sim- 
plest way is to group languages according to their geographical distribution, as 
"languages of Africa", “Baltic languages" (languages spoken in the Baltic and not 
the Baltic branch of the Indo-European languages, thus including also Estonian 
not only Lituanian and Latvian), "languages of Inner Asia". Such a grouping is 
arbitrary, because it is arbitrary where we draw the borders, it may be exhaus- 
tive but it is not unambiguous, any of the languages may belong to another 
geographical grouping, e.g. the languages of Inner Asia to the languages of 
Asia, Languages can be grouped according to their typological character. We 
can speak e.g. of languages which have vowel harmony, languages which have 
the sequence Subject Object Predicate, languages which have no grammatical 
gender. Such groupings are arbitrary, because any such features or their combi- 
nation can used for grouping. Then typological grouping is exhaustive, because 

. if we have two groups as e.g. the languages with vowel harmony and the lan- 
guages without it, any of the languages will belong to one of the two groups, 
and typological grouping is unambiguous because there will be no language 
which could belong to both of the groups at the same time. Genetic grouping is 
a way of grouping which is non arbitrary. There do not exist two groupings 
made according to the genetic principle which could be equally true, any lan- 
guage pertains to one and only to one genetic group. 





TABLE I. 


The grouping according to the genetic principle has a second advantage. 
If properly used it can offer important insights into the history of the people 
who spoke it. Р 

Now we can turn to the term Altaic linguistic family. The name Altaic 
comes from the Altai mountains in Central Asia, once supposed to be the orig- 
inal homeland of the people who spoke the Altaic languages. The term Altaic 
languages has changed its content during the last two hundred years. In the 
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middle of the 19th century some scholars (as e.g. W. Schott) used the term 
Altaic languages for a group which we would call nowadays Uralic and Altaic 
languages. From the end of the last century Altaic languages denoted the Turkic, 
the Mongolian and the Manchu-Tunguzian languages. Later on some scholars 
Suggested that Korean should be also called Altaic, and finally there are some 
scholars who claim that Japanese is one of the Altaic languages. 

The study of the history of the Korean and the Japanese languages in 
respect of a comparison of these languages with other Altaic languages has not 
reached a scholarly level which would enable us to use these data for Turkolog- 
ical purposes. If such a genetic relationship ever existed it is so remote that 
with our present data and methods the output of the comparison of Korean 
and/or Japanese with the Turkic languages can be ignored. Neither Korean nor 
Japanese ever had any traceable linguistic contacts with the Turkic languages 
thus, unlike Mongolian and Manchu-Tunguzian their study does not help the 
reconstruction of later phases in the history of the Turkic languages. For a long 
time in the 19th century the genetic relationship of Turkic, Mongolian and 
Manchu-Tunguzian was not a hypothesis which had to be proved, but evidence 
which had to be demonstrated. The claim that the Altaic languages are geneti- 
cally related became the object of serious scholarship with the works of the 
great Finnish scholar G. K. Ramstedt. His views were further elaborated by N. 
Poppe and some other scholars. According to them it can be demonstrated by 
sound linguistic methods that the three groups, Turkic, Mongolian and Manchu- 
Tunguzian are genetically related. Ramstedt in his later works included also 
Korean in the Altaic linguistic family. The views of Ramstedt and Poppe slowly 
became generally accepted in the first half of this century. A few scholars 
remained sceptic, others formulated their views more cautiously, but by and 
large until the middle of this century the genetic relationship of Turkic to 
Mongolian and Manchu-Tunguzian was considered as proved. Beginning with 
the fifties a few scholars tried to challenge and refute the arguments of Ram- 
stedt and Poppe. Among them Clauson, Doerfer, Shcherbak and the author of 
this Introduction could be mentioned. (For my arguments see in detail Röna- 
Tas 1974b). As a conclusion of the "Debate of the Altaists and Anti-Altaists" as 
this discussion is usually called, two conclusions have been unanimously accept- 
ed. The one is that the Turkic and the Mongolian languages on the one hand 
and the Mongolian and Manchu-Tunguzian languages on the other had long 
lasting and early contacts, which caused several layers of loanwords. Whatever 
the case with the genetic relationship of the three groups may be, first these 
later layers have to be separated and only what remains can be considered as 
the stock of a possible common Proto Altaic language. The discussion goes on 
only about what we have to consider as the earliest and therefore (if such 
existed) as the common stock. The other conclusion was that the similarities 
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and correspondences among the three branches can be due to several factors. 
Some turned out to be secondary typological convergencies others are due to 
areal contacts. But in any case, it became clear that the most essential problems 
of the history of the Turkic languages cannot be solved without the profound 
knowledge and analysis of the Mongolian and in some respects of the Manchu- 
Tunguzian linguistic history. The opinion of the author of this Introduction is 
that those linguistic correspondences which have been quoted by Ramstedt, 
Poppe and their followers as arguments in favour of the genetic affinity of the 
Altaic languages cannot be accepted as such. They witness early contacts and 
are loanwords. Nevertheless after having separated these very old layers, the 
remaining very thin layer may pertain to a common Altaic proto-language. We 
shall return to some of the questions of detail and demonstrate them by the 
help of examples. 


Turkic and Uralic 

Two large groups belong to the Uralic linguistic family: the Finno-Ugric 
and the Samoyed languages. For a long time in the 19th century scholars be- 
lieved that the Uralic and the Altaic languages were genetically related. This 
was categorically denied by Ramstedt, but a pupil of Ramstedt Räsänen was an 
adherent of this view, and in a few papers Poppe also returned to this opinion. 
Some Uralists, e.g. B. Collinder, also argued in favour of the relationship of 
Uralic and Altaic (see the discussion in JSFOu 1983, for my views see there 
235-251). A very special view has been expressed by J. Németh. Németh did not 
speak about linguistic relationship among Uralic and Altaic but about special 
"relation-like old contacts" between Turkic and Finno-Ugric (see Németh's view 
in Németh 1942-47 and my analysis of his views in Róna-Tas 1983c). Another 
formulation can be met in the works of D. Sinor. According to him the respec- 
tive languages have to be placed as follows: 


Samoyed Tunguz 
Finno-Ugric Mongol 


Turkic 


This means that Turkic had special early contacts with Mongolian and Finno- 
Ugric, Finno-Ugric with Turkic and Samoyed, Samoyed with Finno-Ugric and 
Tunguz, Mongol with Tunguz and Turkic (see now in detail Sinor 1988). This 
hypothesis would locate the five proto-languages in an early area where the 
contacts were circular but not diametral. 
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There is no doubt that the Turkic languages had very early contacts with 
both the Proto-Samoyed (see Róna-Tas 1980) and the Finno-Ugric languages. 
For reconstruction of the Turkic linguistic history very important are the early 
loanwords from an r-Turkic language in Proto Samoyed. The continuous con- 
tacts of Turkic languages with the Finno-Ugric languages offer a great help in 
reconstructing Turkic. In fact the earliest monuments which we can reconstruct 
for the history of the Turkic languages are the loans in Mongolian, but very 
early are also those borrowed by Proto Samoyed, Ugric and Hungarian (see the 
detailed study in Róna-Tas 1988b). 


Turkic and Indo-European 

The Turkic languages had very early and from then on continuous con- 
tacts with the Iranian group of the Indo-European languages, to which belong 
not only Persian, but also several other languages, such as Saka, Sogdian, 
Khvarazmian etc. But since the end of the last century scholars have also dealt 
with the possibility that Turkic or Altaic had early contacts with the not yet 
differentiated Indo-European or with very early Indo-European languages other 
then Iranian or even Indo-Iranian. Ramstedt (1946-47) and Németh (1942-47) 
expressed the view that some very early migrating cultural words reached the 
Altaic (Ramstedt) or Turkic (Németh) languages. In some cases the direction of 
borrowing is uncertain. Németh called attention to a few early Tocharian loan- 
words in Turkic and I suggested very hypothetically a few more parallels (Róna- 
Tas 1974a, on which now see the critical evaluation of Ivanov 1988). Turkic 
parallels with early Indo-European forms have been dealt with by Gamkrelidze 
and Ivanov in their recently published book (Gamkrelidze and Ivanov 1984) 
and I have discussed the problem recently (Róna-Tas 1990). The result is that 
in Turkic but not in Mongolian or in Manchu-Tunguzian a small group of early 
migrating cultural words can be found which do not seem to result from early 
language contact. The oldest form of Turkic was spoken in an area where these 
migrating words could easily reach it. Though I am even more sceptical about 
the validity of my own Turkic-Tocharian comparisons as Ivanov seems to be, 
some traces of such a contact can be supposed. Another source of the migrating 
cultural words quoted above could come from the language group which Gam- 
krelidze and Ivanov call Old European, i.e. the common ancestor of Balto- 
Slavic, Illyrian, Italo-Celtic and Germanic. 


Turkic and the Ketic languages 

The group of Northern Asiatic languages which do not belong to any of 
the known linguistic families and are most probably not even related to each 
other are called Paleoasiatic languages. Among them only one is of interest to 
Turkological studies, this is Ketic or as it was earlier called by some authors 
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Yenisei Ostyak (not related to the Finno-Ugrian Ostyak language, and this name 
was later abandoned). Ketic itself is a group of languages, some of which died 
out only. in the 19th or even 20th centuries. Besides Ketic proper such local 
variants as Arin, Assan, Kot, Pumpokol were recorded in the 18th century (see 

Dul’zon 1961). These languages were or are still spoken around Krasnojarsk, 
` North to the area where the present Khakass language is spoken. It has been 
suggested that the Ketic language earlier played a greater role, some even 
thought that the Asiatic Huns or the Hsiung-nu people spoke in this language 
(see Ligeti 1950, Pulleyblank 1961-1962). From the middle of this century Ketic 
Studies got a new impetus (on earlier studies see Jakobson; Hiittle-Worth and . 
Beebe 1957, Vdovin-Tereshchenko 1959), but we are far from having a reliable 
material for early, or reconstructed Ketic. Nevertheless a few early Turko-Ketic 
parallels show that further investigations promise to be fruitful (some parallels 
are dealt with in my unpublished dissertation Róna-Tas 1970). 


Turkic and the so called Nostratic language family 

The name Nostratic was coined by H. Pedersen (1903) from the Latin 
noster ’our’. The hypothesis has been revived and placed on new foundations by 
V. M. Illich-Svitych and his school. According to this hypothesis there existed a 
common proto-language of the following six great linguistic families: Altaic, 
Uralic, Indo-European, Dravidan Semito-Hamitic and Kartvelian. Dravidan is 
the common name of the group the languages which had been spoken on the 
Indian subcontinent before the Aryan Indic people occupied it, and many of the 
present day languages in India and Sri Lanka are descendants of Dravidan, the 
most well known of which is Tamil. Kartvelian is the name of a group of Cau- 
casian languages of which the most important is Georgian (many of the Cauca- 
sian languages are not related to Kartvelian). It is the merit of Illich-Svitych 
that he observed that of these six linguistic families the most problematical is 
Altaic, end its members (that is Turkic, Mongolian and Manchu-Tunguzian) are 
farther from each other than any other two members of any other linguistic 
families (Illich-Svitych 1971, 69). Nevertheless Illich-Svitych and his followers 
claim that the six language families are genetically related. The methodological 
problem with this and similar claims is that we do not have the adequate meth- 
ods to investigate the case. We have to work with rules and regularities which 
can be observed in cases of or abstracted from extant languages. The functions 
of the language and the way it changed were essentially formed in the Neolithic 
Age. It needed a certain size of group of speakers who lived together constant- 
ly, a certain amount of steadiness in the migration of the people and it is not a 
mere chance that all known language families can be followed at best to the 
Neolithic Age. The human language is of course much older than the Neolithic 
Age, but known languages do not go beyond the beginnings of the Neolithic 
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Age, and therefore it is theoretically futile to research any proto-language which 
must have existed earlier than the Neolithic Age as is the case with Nostratic. 
A second methodological problem of the Nostratic school is that the reliability 
of any reconstruction has an inverted probability to the number of the asterisk- 
ed, hypothetical forms which are needed to bridge over the gap between the 
known data and the proto-language. Those who beleive in the Nostratic theory 
need a long chain of hypothetical forms to reach their final reconstruction. If 
there existed an Altaic proto-language this had to be extant earlier than 5.000 
B.C. and the Nostratic proto-language, if it ever existed, must have existed 
many thousand years earlier. We know nothing about eventual changes during 
these many thousands of years, nor about foreign influences etc. The Nostratic 
hypothesis does not help in Turkological studies. 

To sum up: Early Turkic had very close contacts with Mongolian, impor- 
tant early contacts with Proto Samoyed, with the earliest Finno-Ugric languages, 
with Tocharian and Old European, later with Iranian, and perhaps with early 
Ketic. Later several Turkic languages came into contact with other languages as 
well. All these linguistic contacts help us to reconstruct the history of the Turkic 
language(s). 
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THE PERIODIZATION OF TURKIC LINGUISTIC 
HISTORY 


General considerations on linguistic periodization 

Periodization in historical linguistics is a practical device. Since language 
changes continually, and there are no leaps and bounds in the stream of linguis- 
tic history, we cannot accept any periodization based on the specific internal 
features of the language, which does not mean that we cannot characterize per- 
iods in them. The segmentation of the bundle of changes we give depends on 
our concept of language situation, on our methods of linguistic reconstruction 
and the character of the sources at our disposal. By language situation we 
understand the language as a kind of action and its social environment. The 
periodization of linguistic history is practical insofar as it serves as a short cut 
instead of a cumbersome description of chronological relations and helps to 
treat chronologically different data in an easier way. 

Since most of the past stages of linguistic history appear as a result of 
linguistic reconstruction we have to mention briefly the discussion about the 
status of reconstructed languages. Some scholars claim that reconstructed lan- 
guages are identical with the living languages of the respective period, other 
deny the reality of the reconstructed languages. We can accept neither of the 
two extremities. Reconstruction is an approach which always tries to approxi- 
mate the natural language of a past period, the grade of approximation may be 
greater or less depending on many circumstances. But it is a natural language 
which is or should be reflected by the approximation. Thus we may know fewer 
rules of a reconstructed language than existed but a reconstructed language has 
no rules which did not exist in fact, save they are more simple. This already 
had been clearly formulated by Bloomfield (1933, 302-303) who distinguished 
occurent and reconstructed languages. The latter has to try to reflect the former 
as closely as possible, but, by definition, it can never be identical with it. 

In most cases reconstruction is not devoid of contradictions. Some of 
these contradictions are simply due to the weakness of our methods or to 
insufficient data. Other contradictions can be eliminated by assuming or recog- 
nizing secondary developments. But most reconstructions have some inherent 
contradictions, and many attempts have been made to master this problem. One 
of such attempts was the famous wave theory by J. Schmidt, (1872) who sup- 
posed that those contradictions which were inevitable in the family-tree model 
of Schleicher (1871) can be solved by supposing that some changes did not 
occur along the lines of the family tree but spread as waves over the territory 
inhabited by the speakers. Trubetzkoy (1933) tried to overcome these contradic- 
tions by supposing that Indo-European developed from different languages 
through an areal, secondary process, ("they became Indo-European languages"). 
He assumed that what can be reconstructed without contradictions originated 
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from a secondarily converged areal group of languages, and the contradictions 
are due to the fact that originally the languages pertained to different genetic 
groups. A third solution has been suggested by the Turkologue E. V. Sevortyan 
(1971). According to Sevortyan it pertained to the nature of past languages that 
they had contradictions. Forms of the Turkic verb word for ’to sing’ can be 
reduced to two old forms et- and ót-, but these two cannot be reduced to one, 
that is, we don't know which of the two or a third is the earlier. According to 
Sevortyan such "doublets" pertain to a stage of the history of the Turkic lan- 
guage which he called Common Turkic (obščee tjurkskoe sostojanie). This solu- 
tion, in the form Sevortyan suggested, is likewise unacceptable. In the case of 
et- ~ öt- Sevortjan speaks of the "alternation" of e with 6. This is an abuse of 
the term "alternation". The term "alternation" can be used only in cases of free 
variants within a dialect or idiom. Free variants are forms which can be used by 
one and the same speaker whithout changing the meaning or grammatical 
function of the word (or morpheme). This was however not the case with the 
forms et- ~ öt-. There is no Turkic language where these two forms freely 
interchange and we have no reason to suppose that it ever existed. If we sup- 
pose that 6 alternates with e, e alternates with i, i alternates with i, £ alternates 
with u, as Sevortyan supposed, then we reconstruct a language where practically 
all vowels can be freely used instead of one another. This would mean the 
neutralization of their phonemic opposition (labial for illabial, and front for 
back having been explicitly suggested by Sevortyan, 1971 8). 

Doerfer suggested (1971, more coutiously 1975-76) that if we have "con- 
tradictory" correspondence what we have to do is to reconstruct the different 
prototypes. For instance if we find: 


Turkic f Chuvash 
ar- 10 get tired’ ir- 
qaz goose’ yur 


we have to reconstruct different proto-phonemes, say a, and a, for Proto Turk- 
ic. No doubt in some cases this procedure is justified. But let us extend this 
series to Yakut: 


Turkic Chuvash - s Yakut 
ar- "to get tired’ ir- ir- 
gaz ’goose’ xur xas 
ау moon" uyay y 
yar- "to split up’ Sur- ir- 


qan ‘bloog’ yun < *xiun xan 
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In this case we would have to reconstruct five proto-phonemes. Now if we add 
that the Tuvanian ay corresponds to the Yakut iy ’moon’, while both Tuvanian 
xirin and Chuvash yiram correspond to the Yakut yarin "belly, we find that we 
have either to give up, or to reconstruct as many proto-phonemes as there are 
"contradictions" While Sevortyan's approach menaces with oversimplification, 
the way of Doerfer, if this were the only possible solution, leads to overcom- 
plication (in 1971 he suggested 30 vowel phonemes for Proto Turkic, but in the 
system lie even more). | 

If we distinguish proto-languages and occurrent languages, it will be clear 
‘that any proto-language projects its findings on a synchronous screen, although 
the features themselves existed in a number of different places and at various 
times. This is the first reason why we see "contradictions" on the screen. I 
propose to call the earliest stage of the history of the Turkic languages Ancient 
Turkic (1970, in 1982 I used the term Ancient Turkish but Turkic is the more 
appropriate one), which has to be divided into two periods: Early Ancient 
Turkic (EAT) and Late Ancient Turkic (LAT). EAT lasted from the dissolution 
of the Altaic unity (or from the end of Pre-Turkic) until the appearance of 
those dialects which later became the respective nuclei of the various Turkic 
languages and language groups. In the EAT period, there was what might be 
calied a heterogeneous linguistic unity. There was one language, spoken with a 
number of local differences. The differences, like the groups speaking them, 
were unstable. The various groups understood each other, and had contacts of 
varying degrees of intensity. Along with the historical changes taking place, the 
language situation slowly changed, too. Some groups became more stably con- 
nected and slowly dialects appeared. With the appearance of dialects, LAT took 
shape. The dialectal features appeared - as in all languages - as isoglosses. Iso- 
glosses are imagined lines which connect in the geographical space features 
which pertain together. Many of the isoglosses coincided and formed bundles, 
but some did not, they simply crossed the others. Unless we keep in mind this 
finding of modern dialectology, we will be unable to understand the problems 
connected with the reconstruction of Proto-Turkic. Not only isoglosses can cross 
each other, also some single features may do so. In a certain case the distribu- 
tion of a phonological feature is marked by an isogloss, on the one hand there 
is a feature X on the other hand we find feature Y. Most of the words follow 
this distribution but sometimes we find "undisciplined" words which do not 
"respect" the main phonological border and cross it. This happens in many cases 
with living dialects. When those speaking these dialects went their separate 
ways for historical reasons, they took with them also the “undisciplined” words. 
If we do find them in later, already independent languages we find apparent 
. "contradictions". Thus one reason for the "contradiction" is our system of back- 
ward projection on a synchron screen. The second is that in fact the spatial 
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distribution of the features cannot always be clearly demarcated. There is also 
a third reason for these "contradictions". Language never changes in an instant. 
Because of several reasons there develops a tendency to change a feature X in 
a given language to feature Y. This tendency affects most of the words in the 
given category. Sometimes it affects all members of the given category in other 
cases only most of them. But even those members which are affected do not 
change at once. Frequency of use, more stable occurrence in frequently used 
expressions can delay the change. If the tendency to change is just starting when 
the speakers of the various dialects go their separate ways, it may happen that 
the change takes place with varying intensity in the different dialects. The 
shortening of the primary long vowels is a tendency which can be observed in 
all Turkic languages. The speed with which this change took place, however, 
differed greatly. We have reason to suppose that LAT was a language where 
the rules governing the lives of the dialects were effective. 

If we exclude those "contradictions" which are due to our lack of knowl- 
edge, all other "contradictions" can be solved if we suppose that the Ancient 
Turkic language was a living, occurent language, which had chronological and 
dialectal dimensions and differences, and our data contradict each other be- 
cause they reflect either chronological or dialectal differences, isoglosses etc. in 
this Ancient Turkic language. It is not always the task to ignore these problems, 
our task is to reconstruct the complicated system as it was. No doubt, such a 
reconstruction can never be perfect, but it has to try to attain a maximum of 
approximation. 


The main periods of Turkic linguistic history 
In my 1982 paper I suggested the following periodization of the Turkic 
linguistic history: 
Altaic/Preturkic 
Ancient Turkic 
Early Ancient Turkic 
Late Ancient Turkic 
Old Turkic 
Early Old Turkic 
Late Old Turkic 
Middle Turkic 
Early Middle Turkic 
Late Middle Turkic 
New Turkic 
Early New Turkic 
Late New Turkic 
Modern Turkic 
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Altaic is a term used for the common language presumably spoken by 
the common ancestors of the Turks, Mongols and Manchu-Tunguzians, and 
probably by other groups as well. It has to be stressed that this language, too, 
must be thought of as having its own long history, its territorial variants and 
areal subgroups. As we have seen there is a very important theoretical border 
over which we cannot follow the history of these languages backward: the 
beginning of the Neolithic Age. As we have stated above in the Neolithic Age 
the nature of the human society, the system of interhuman communication 
drastically changed. With our present methods we cannot reconstruct the lan- 
guages spoken earlier, because in the Mesolithic and Paleolithic Ages the size 
of the extant human groups, their migration and their communication system 
were totally different from those in the Neolithic Age. The instability of the 
communicative system in ages earlier than the Neolithic Age makes it theoreti- 
cally impossible to reconstruct there any detectable rule or tendency in lan- 
guage system and language change. The Neolithic Age begun about 5.000 B.C. 
in the highly cultivated areas of Egypt, Mesopotamia, India and China and 
spread over Eurasia within a thousand years. Since the Altaic languages were 
relatively far from these high early cultures (see the Indo-European contacts 
above p.15.), the limitation of the reconstruction can be placed at the middle or 
the end of the fifth millennium, that is 4.500-4.000 B.C. As we shall see, the 
first separation of the Turkic languages must be placed in the first centuries 
B.C. That means that the Ancient Turkic period ended at this time. For the 
development and formation of Late Ancient Turkic we have to suppose a long 
period, which was preceded by Early Ancient Turkic. We do not know how 
long Early Ancient Turkic lasted and thus we do not know when it begun. As a 
working hypothesis we can assume that the Altaic language may have existed 
between 4.000 and 3.000 or so. According to Ramstedt (1957 15) the Altaic 
unity was dissolved around 4.000 B.C., Ligeti (1953 358) joined this opinion, but 
later (1963 384) he put it between 3.000 and 2.000 B.C. 

Unlike those who deny that such a language existed, I admit the possibil- 
ity of its occurrence; but unlike those who take its existence for granted, I 
consider the common Altaic language only as an unproven hypothetical model. 
In any case the bulk of the famous and much debated Chuvash-Mongolian 
parallels do not pertain to the common Altaic language, most of them are 
Turkic loanwords in Mongolian. For those who deny the existence of the Altaic 
community, the neutral term Pre-Turkic can be recommended (cf. German Alta- 
isch, Prä-Türkisch, Russian altajskij, dotjurkskij). 

Ancient Turkic denotes the stage following the formation of the separate 
Turkic language. Most probably this happened as a result of the separation of 
its speakers from the speakers of the other Altaic languages. The areal consoli- 
dation certainly lasted a long time. In Early Ancient Turkic we can assume 
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local variants, but these had no direct contacts with the dialects which emerged 
in the Late Turkic period. The beginning of the Late Turkic period was marked 
by the formation of those Turkic dialects which later became the basis for the 
various groups and single languages. In my earlier papers I supposed that the 
appearance of Rhotacism and Lambdaism may have been perhaps the first of 
the dialectal peculiarities which separated the Chuvash-Bulgharian group . 
(ChBT) from the other, which we usally call Standard Turkic (ST). This was not 
necessarily so. For the appearance of the Rhotacism we have a definite date, 
the appearance of the stirrup. | 

The word for ’stirrup’ is common to all Turkic languages including the so 
called Chuvash group. In each of the languages and its earlier monuments it 
has this meaning and only this meaning (some minor extensions of the meaning 
are late secondary developments). The earliest form which can be reconstructed 
for the present-day Chuvash ydrana 'stirrup' is *irà à. In case of Standard 
Turkic languages we can reconstruct two prototypes: *üze git for the Oghuz, 
Kipchak and Turkestan Turkic languages, and *izenge for Baraba, Khakass, 
Tuvanian, Yakut and Yellow Uighur. Since we find Rhotacism in this word, 
Rhotacism must have appeared after the time when the Turks became 
acquainted with the stirrup. The picture is also otherwise very instructive. We 
find two isoglosses. One of the isoglosses separated those Turkic languages 
which had an r in place of the z. The other isogloss separated those Turkic 
languages which had the Lee vocalism from those which had the ü-e-ü vocal- 
ism: 





TABLE II. 


As we see on the one hand the Chuvash belongs to a separate group, 
but on the other it has a common isogloss with the Siberian languages (Yellow 
Uighur migrated to the south in the 9th century A D) This is a situation which 
is typical for dialects. Can we reconstruct a common protoform for these three 
different reconstructions? I have dealt with the word in Röna-Tas 1973 and 
1982а, 120-122. Recently S. Tekin quoted an Uighur word: izengülük from the 
Hami version of the Maitrisimit (ed. Geng Shimin) where it occurs in the form 
izengülükinte with the meaning ’on his foot-sole’. According to S. Tekin, who 
quotes also earlier suggestions for the etymology, this would be a derivation 
from the basic word iz footprint, trace, track’ > izengiiliik.’sole’ > ’stirrup’, 
from this later Geet > tizengii. I think izengülük is the middle part of the sole 
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where the stirrup was placed, and thus we have only the form izengü to hand 
which is the earlier form of Yellow Uighur ezenkii (read ezengü Tenishev 1976 
179), ezengi, ezengo, ezengo (Malov 1957 25), and which reflects an earlier form 
than the üzengü in the Qutadgu Bilig (ed. Arat, 1947, 1. 6110), the earliest 
occurrence known until now (1069 A.D.). The vocalism Lei may be the origi- 
nal one, because only from this can we understand the change into i-e-e on one 
hand and ü-e-ü on the other, the latter under the influence of üze ’above’ (i-e-e 
< Fe-ü > й-е-й). 

Thus in our case none of the two types of vocalism reflects the original 
form, we are confronted with the latest layer of Ancient Turkic and with the 
help of the Uighur data we can take one step backwards and reconstruct a 
third type of vocalism. Some possibilities remain, however, open. Without 
deciding now and here the question of Rhotacism, i.e. whether z or r is the 
original sound in this word, we can suppose the following changes: 


üzengü 
engi 
*iXengit izenge 
irengü iränä 
or 
iränä 
iXenge izenge 
"Leet 
üXengü üzengü 
TABLE П. 


In the first case the opposition of rz was the first, and the changes in 
vocalism occurred later. In the second case the opposition rz and the changes 
in vocalism may have occurred contemporaneously or the change in vocalism 
may have occurred even earlier. 

In my 1982 paper I briefly dealt with the chronology of the stirrup in 
Eurasia and concluded that though we have no clear archaeological data before 
the 4th century A.D. we can date the object back to the first centuries B.C., 
(but definitively not earlier) because the first stirrups were made of rope or 
wood, which have not been preserved, but left their traces in pictures, tech- 
niques and semantics. The changes shown in Table III must have occured after 
the first stirrups appeared among the Ancient Turks. This means that Rhota- 
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cism in any case and very probably also other changes, (as in our word the 
change in vocalism) occurred after the first centuries B.C. 

The chronology of the appearance of Rhotacism, and with it the dialects 
of the Chuvash type, can be corroborated by the earliest Turkic loanwords in 
Samoyed. Donner (1924) has already discussed the earliest layer, but owing to 
the open question of whether Proto-Turkic had r or z, no conclusions on the 
chronology could be drawn. The history of the studies can be read in Janhunen 
1977 and I summed up my results in Róna-Tas 1988b. Such early loanwords as 
Proto-Samoyed yür "hundred', <- Late Ancient Bulghar-Chuvash yür cf. Late 
Standard Turkic yüz leave no doubt that the word was borrowed before the 
separation of Northern and Southern Samoyed, or the three groups Northern, 
South-Eastern and Selkup as I am now inclined to suppose. The separation of 
the main Samoyed groups can be safely dated to the first centuries A.D. (Hajdá 
1978 348-349). 

In 1974 I suggested investigating a series of Turkic-Tocharian parallels 
because they seemed to offer important conclusions for the history of the An- 
cient Turkic dialects. The problem has been recently discussed by Gamkrelidze 
and Ivanov (1984), by Ivanov (1988) and myself (Róna-Tas 1990). Such words 
as Toch. B yasa > yds > Ancient Turkic yez > Ch *jer ( -> Moksha Mordvin 
ѕегӣ; -> Mongolian jer) seem to indicate that in such words the z was original, 
and this z was a substitution for foreign final -s. The appearance of the dialects 
with Rhotacism has to be put after the borrowing of these Old Tocharian loan- 
words (Old Turkic had also later loanwords from Tocharian, they will be dealt 
with separately). The great migration of the Tocharians to the East begun 
about the first centuries of the second millennium and they reached the Chi- 
nese border in the first half of the first millennium. We don’t yet know where 
the Ancient Turks contacted the Tocharians, but the Old Tocharian - Ancient 
Turkic contacts cannot be later than the first half of the first millennium B.C. 
Since these words appear in all Turkic groups they must have appeared in 
Ancient Turkic before the final development of the Ancient Turkic dialects. 
Thus we can conclude that we can approximately date the beginning of the 
Late Ancient Turkic period to the middle of the first millennium B.C., and the 
emerging of the opposition of z:r, i.e. Rhotacism to the beginnings of the first 
century A.D. 

Old Turkic begun with the separation, formation and consolidation of 
the independent Turkic languages. This was a long historical process. By "inde- 
pendent Turkic languages" I do not mean the ancestors of the present Turkic 
languages. The first two groups which emerged were the Bulghar-Chuvash and 
the Standard Turkic languages, some later independent languages were present 
only as dialects, others such as e.g. Yakut may have began their separate life 
within the ST group but earlier than the others. Such groups as Old Oghuz, Old 
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Kipchak were intermediate forms. Old Turkic has to be divided into two sub- 
periods. Early Old Turkic lasted until the formation of the great Western and 
Eastern Turkic Empires. In the West this happened in the fifth, in the East in 
the middle of the sixth century. Late Old Turkic can be divided into three sub- 
periods. LOT I is a period which lasted until the formation of the Second 
Turkic Khanate (551 A.D.) This is the time when we already have source 
material on different Turkic groups and their language, but not yet Turkic texts 
written by the Turks themselves (at least not texts deciphered). The most im- 
portant event was the formation of a kind of koiné and a literary language in 
the Eastern Khanate and this was used to write texts in the Second Eastern 
Turkic Khanate with the so called Eastern "Runic" script and then with other 
scripts. The appearance of the earliest Turkic texts in the first decades of the 
8th century marks the beginning of the period LOT II. The beginning of the 
Arabo-Persian influence was caused by the impact of the Mohammedan expan- 
sion, and this marks the beginnings of LOT III. The Mohammedan influence 
did not reach the northern and the eastern groups of the Turks and in Central 
Asia the Buddhist religion and also other religions continued their activities. 
The Old Turkic period ended with the Mongolian invasion. 

Middle Turkic begins with the Mongolian invasion which spread over the 
Turks in the first decades of the thirteenth century. It brought a considerable 
rearrangement of the linguistic situation both in respect of the interrelationship 
of the Turkic languages to each other and in respect of the impact of the 
Mongolian language on the Turkic languages. The gradual formation of the 
literary languages and the formation of those language groups which later 
became the independent languages of today were events which occurred at 
different times in the various parts and regions of the Turkic world. In the East 
the Khvarazmian literary language was followed by the Chaghatay literary lan- 
guage (both were called by Soviet scholars Old Üzbek), several Kipchak groups 
tried to form their own literary languages like the Mameluk Turks, the Cumans 
or the Kipchak groups of the Volga region. This is the period when the Otto- 
man literary language emerged and took shape, but also other Oghuz groups 
tried to stabilize their common language. Far from the Muslim influence Bud- 
dhist Turks preserved their literary language which slowly changed during the 
Mongolian rule. Thus I consider the Uighur texts of the Mongolian period as 
Middle Turkic in contrast to Annamarie von Gabain, who calls all Uighur texts 
irrespective of their age Alttürkisch. Since I define Late Middle Turkic the sub- 
period of the full development of the literary languages and their mutual effect 
with the spoken language the beginning of the Late Middle Turkic period bas 
to be set differently for each separate language. (cf. German Mitteltürkisch, 
Russian srednetjurkskij). 
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New Turkic began with the conclusive formation of the present Turkic 
languages. Its first period is in most cases marked by the struggle between the 
old literary languages and the spoken ones, while in the later period purism and 
several dialects influenced the emerging standard language (cf. German Neutiir- 
kisch, Russian novotjurkskij). 

Modern Turkic is any Turkic language whose synchronic structure and 
dialects can be investigated (cf. German modernes Türkisch, Russian sovremen- 
nyj tjurkskij). 

We have to add some comments to the above periodization. As we have 
seen the criteria for the lingusitic periodization were extralinguistic and took 
into account several aspects: the type of interrelationship between the language 
units (local groups, dialects, languages etc.), the historical events which influ- 
enced what I call the linguistic situation, i.e. the sociolinguistic setting of com- 
munication, and the types of sources available for reconstructing the system of 
the period. The terms Ancient, Old and Middle are of relative significance. All 
are terms for occurrent languages. Of course we can also use the term Proto- as 
in Proto-Oghuz or Proto-Ottoman but in this case the reconstruction or the re- 
constructed is emphasised. 

To sum up, the chronological framework can be roughly given as follows 
(the years were rounded up to make them easy to learn): 


Altaic 4.000-3.000 
Ancient Turkic 

Early AT 3.000-500 B.C. 

Late AT 500 B.C.-400 A.D. 
Old Turkic 

Early OT 400-550 

Late OT I. 550-700 

Late OT П. 700-1000 

Late OT HI. 1000-1200 
Middle Turkic 1200- 


All further chronological borders have to be fixed separately for each 
language. 
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THE CLASSIFICATION OF THE TURKIC 
LANGUAGES 


There are many aspects according to which the present Turkic languages 
can be classified and grouped. The modern classifications of the Turkic lan- 
guages go back to an important paper of Samojlovié (1922). Of the more 
recent classifications those of Baskakov (1952, 1962), Benzing (1953, on which 
see Räsonyi 1957 315), Räsänen (1949, 1953), Poppe (1965), and Menges 
(1968) can be mentioned. In the following we shall put forward a classification 
which follows two different aspects. Where it is possible we prefer the genetical 
and historical principles, and follow only on the second place geographical 
aspects. In other cases we have had to choose first the geographical aspect and 
only then, if at all, the genetical and historical. Where it is possible and/or 
important I also give the names of the dialects. We shall begin with the classifi- 
cation of the modern Turkic languages: 


L CHUVASH 
D: Viryal, Anatri 


IL KIPCHAK or NORTHWESTERN BRANCH 

1. Northern or Volga Kipchak 
Kazan Tatar, D: Central, Siberian 
Misher Tatar 
Bashkir 

2. Eastern or Aral-Caspian 
Kirghiz (earlier Kara Kirghiz) 
Kazak (earlier Kirghiz) 
Karakalpak 
Nogai 

3. Western or Pontic-Caspian 
Kumiik 
Karachai-Balkar, D: Karachai, Balkar 
Crimean Tatar (On the Crimea Turkish and Nogai were also 
spoken), Dobrujean Tatar, Urum or Greek Tatar 
Karaim, D: Trocki, Luck 
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Ш. OGHUZ ог SOUTHWESTERN BRANCH 
Türkmen 
Khorasan 
Azeri (Azerbayjani) 
Turkish or Ottoman, Osmanli, D: Anatolian, Rumelian 
Gagauz (earlier a dialect of Turkish) 


IV. KHALAJ or SOUTHERN BRANCH 


V. TURKESTANI or EASTERN BRANCH 
Ozbeg 
New Uighur 
Turki (also Taranchi), D: according to the oases as Kashgar, 
Kucha, Khotan, Turfan Yarkend, Lobnor 
Salar 
Hoton 
Yellow Uighur 


VL SIBERIAN or NORTHERN BRANCH 
Siberian Tatar, D: Tobol-Irtish, Baraba, Tomsk 
Altai (earlier Oirot), D: Kumandu, Tuba-kizhi, Lebed, Teleut, 
Tölös, Upper Bij, Urjankhai (Telengut) 
Shor, D: Kondom, Mras, Aladag 
Chulim, D: Kiierik 
Hakass, D: Abakan, Kizil, Koibal, Kacha, Kandakov, Mador (Ma- 
tar), Motor (Matir), Sagai, Salba 
Tuva 
Tofalar, Karagass (earlier a dialect of Tuva) 


VIL YAKUT 
D: Dolgan. 


The classification of the Middle Turkic languages is less elaborated. All 
or most of the Modern Turkic languages had their fore-runners in the Late 
Middle Turkic period, some also in Early Middle Turkic. But in most cases we 
are confronted with literary languages, which hide or overshadow the spoken 
languages. These literary languages were used in several centres and also be- 
yond these centres. They were used by people speaking different Turkic lan- 
guages. The influence of the spoken idioms on the literary languages may have 


THE CLASSIFICATION OF THE TURKIC LANGUAGES 33 


been different. Thus the following literary languages are not from the same 
level as regards the classification: 


Uighur 
Eastern Literary Middle Turkic 
Chwarasmian 
Chagatay (both also called Old Uzbek in the Soviet Union) 
Volga Turki 
Volga Bulgharian 
Middle Azeri 
Middle Turkmen 
Middle Ottoman 
Cuman 
Mameluk Kipchak 
Armeno-Kipchak 
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A SHORT HISTORY OF THE TURKIC PEOPLES 


The chronology of the early archeological periods in the steppe region of 
Eurasia is much debated and far from being exact. The Southwestern parts of 
this region had close contacts with Persia and Mesopotamia and therefore here 
the dating is more sure and exact than in regions more to the East and North. 
The end of the Neolithic Age and the short subsequent Copper Age, the begin- 
ning of the Bronze Age is dated in the Carpathian basin to around 1.900 B.C. 
The appearence of the first, imported bronze tools in the North of Caucasia 
can be dated to the 3rd milleneum, but it was only in the second half of the 
2nd milleneum that the local bronze production began and the copper and 
arsenic alloy was replaced by a copper and tin alloy. The spread of iron was 
faster and can be dated to the 6th century B.C. 

The first people known to Greek and Persian sources in the territory 
which is now South Russia were the Khimmerians. They can be traced from the 
middle of the 2nd milleneum. In the 8th century B.C. they were pushed towards 
Mesopotamia by the newcomers the Scythians. The various Scythian groups 
lived in the area from about 750 B.C. until 200 B.C. and fought with the Per- 
sians and Greeks. As it is known Alexander the Great (336-323) conquered not 
only Persia but reached Central Asia. He conquered Samarkand and Baktria in 
329 B.C., that is the regions which were earlier Sogdiana and later Baktria. On 
the steppe the Scythians gave way gradually to several new groups mostly 
known under the name Sarmatians. As far as we can conclude from the person- 
al names used by members of these people the Khimmerians, the Scythians and 
the Sarmatians spoke Indo-European, the latter two most probably Iranian 
languages. 

Chinese sources mention the Hsiung-nu as early as in the 9th-8th centu- 
ries B.C., but their importance grew considerably only at the beginning of the 
2nd century. The founder of the great Hsiung-nu Empire was T’ou-man, who 
was killed by his son Mao-tun in 209 B.C. The Hsiung-nu Empire reached its 
greatest power under Mao-tun. He conquered many people living to the North 
and the West of China among them people which later played a role in the 
formation of the Altaic and more especially the Turkic people. Among the 
conquered people the Tung-hu, the Wu-huan, the Ting-ling, the Hu-kie, the 
Wu-sun and the Yue-chi or as they were later called, the Tocharians should be 
mentioned. While we know with more or less certainty that the Scythians and 
the Sarmatians spoke an Iranian language, the language of the Hiung-nu is 
much debated. Some scholars are inclined to suppose that they spoke a Turkic 
or an other Altaic language, others assume that they spoke a language close to 
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the Paleoasiatic Ketic or a language which later became totally extinct. It seems 
that the question cannot be solved with certainty. On the other hand we have 
to keep in mind that the Hsiung-nu Empire was not linguistically uniform and 
though we do not know exactly what language was spoken by the ruling groups, 
it is sure that some Turkic and Mongolian and perhaps also Manchu-Tunguzian 
people lived under Hsiung-nu rule. Thus we can conclude that the history of 
the Turkic people begun with the Hsiung-nu even if we are sceptical about 
their exact lingustic affiliation. 

The history of the Hsiung-nu is known from the Chinese sources. After 
a long period of the Chou dynasty (1122-255) the Ch’in dynasty united China 
and the great Emperor Ch'in Shi huang-ti declared himself as the first universal 
Emperor. The dynasty’s rule (255-206) was marked by the struggle against the 
Hsiung-nu which continued under the rule of the Early or Former Han dynasty 
(206 B.C. - 25 A.D.). The Great Wall was built against the Hsiung-nu, then the 
military system of China was reorganized and they slowly learned to master the 
problem. In the first century B.C: dissent among the Hsiung-nu leaders weak- 
ened their power and the Shan-yii, the Hsiung-nu Emperor asked for Chinese 
protection against his rebellious brother Chih-chih (56-36 B.C.), who under the 
pressure of the united Hsiung-nu - Chinese attacks moved westwards and 
reached the region of the Ili river. In 9 A.D. a rebel Chinese leader Wang 
Mang crushed the power of the Han dynasty and caused great domestic prob- 
lems in China. The Later or Eastern Han dynasty could reorganize the country 
only about 25 A.D. and ruled then until 220. The Hsiung-nu reestablished for 
the time being their own power benefiting from the domestic problems of 
China, but soon after the restoration of order their weakness came to light. The 
Shan-yii P’u-nu (48-83) was unable to keep the Empire under his sword and the 
Hsiung-nu Empire fell to pieces. Some of the tribes settled in Northern China 
and as with other barbarians later, they founded local dynasties and slowly or 
rapidly became Sinicized. In 311 A.D. the Hsiung-nu captured the capital of 
Lo-yang and the southern Hsiung-nu chief proclaimed himself Emperor, an 
event which proved to be of interest. 

While some of the Hsiung-nu played a role in the history of China 
others moved to the West. At the end of the first century A.D. they conquered 
what is now Kazakstan and they lived there from about 100 until 350 A.D. 

In the 370s a new people appeared on the borders of Europe. They 
crossed the Volga river and in 375 they attacked the Eastern Goths who lived 
then in what is now southern Russia. These Goths mixed with the Huns and 
some of them remained on the Crimean peninsula, where we can follow their 
life until the 18th century. The Gotic language was last recorded by Ogier 
Ghislain Busbecq in 1589. The Huns reached the eclipse of their power under 
Attila (441-453), whose central territory was the Carpathian Basin. He fought 
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against the Roman Empire, and after the battle of Catalanaum (451) he retired 
to the East. After his death the Hunnic Empire crashed and disintegrated. 

Since the 18th century the question has been debated whether the Huns 
and the Hsiung-nus are the same people or not. There does exist an early 
Sogdian letter which relates the destruction of Lo-yang the Chinese capital by a 
people called Hun. Since the Chinese sources refer to the same event but 
mention the Hsiung-nu the equation of the two names seems to be sure. The 
date of this and other Ancient Sogdian letters has been questioned but not the 
indentity of the two names. The identification of the two names does not neces- 
sarily mean the identity of the two people or their language. Some continuity, 
however, may have existed. The language of the European Huns has also been 
the subject of discussions. Unfortunately we dispose only of three common 
words which are said to be Hunnic and these are surely not Turkic. They are: 
strava ‘funeral repast (Jordanes, Getica 49,258), med-os ’a drink’ (Priskos E1 
131.12) and kamo-n "a drink’ (the -n is the Greek accusative, Priskos E1, 
131.14). We know of a few names and titles, none of them is absoltely clear, 
but some allow a Turkic interpretation. As far as we can judge from analoguous 
situations the Hunnic Empire was not homogeneous and many languages were 
spoken in it, among them surely Gothic (on the details see Doerfer 1973). 

In between on the Eastern ends of the steppe a new people the Hsien-pi 
attacked the Northern Hsiung-nu. Around 155 A.D. they defeated the Northern 
Hsiung-nu, and among these Hsien-pi tribes we have to suppose Mongolians as 
well. Some of the Hsien-pi tribes migrated to the Chinese border, the Tu-yii- 
huns reached the borders of Tibet and the Tibetans called them A-zha. A 
mighty Hsien-pi tribe the Tabgach conquered Northern China and there found- 
ed the Wei dynasty (386-538). Some times later the Turks called China by this 
very name. In the fifth century the Zhuan-zhuan (400-551) founded a great 
Empire on the territory which is now Mongolia. 

In the West after the dissolution of the Hunnic Empire newcomers 
appeared North of Caucasia. The various Oghur tribes migrated in the steps of 
the Huns and came from the territory which is now Kazakstan. In the middle of 
the Sth century they supposedly absorbed the various parts of the destroyed 
Hunnic Federation. The Byzantine sources relate after 463 about these groups 
which, or at least most of which spoke Turkic languages. Kutrighurs, Saraghurs, 
Sabirs and other tribes fought each other. 

In the Zhuan-zhuan Empire tribes rebelled and in the subduing of the 
revolt the Turks, earlier said to be the blacksmiths of the Zhuan-zhuan offered 
great help. After the victory of the Zhuan-zhuan the Turk chief asked for the 
hand of the daughter of the Zhuan-zhuan ruler, who refused to consider the 
chief as an equal partner. The Turks revolted and defeated the Zhuan-zhuan. 
After their victory they founded the First Turkic Khanate (551). They soon 
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extended their power over other tribes as well, they appeared at the border of 
Persia, sent ambassadors to Byzantium and subdued the various Turkic tribes in 
East Europe. After the death of Bumin khan (552), the founder of the Empire, 
within a decade a great Turkic Empire faced its neighbours. But soon the 
Empire broke into two parts, the Western: and the Eastern Turkic Khanates. 
The Western Turkic ruler Ishtemi khan sent his first embassy led by the Sog- 
dian merchant Maniakh to Constantinople in 567 and a long period of wars and 
contacts followed both with the Romans and Persia. The Eastern Turks annual- 
ly invaded the Chinese borders. The new dynasty, the T'ang (618-930), only 
slowly organized their defence but then moved to attack. They made use of the 
dissent among the various Turkic groups and in the middle of the 7th century 
one after the other Turkic groups were forced to acknowledge the sovereignt: 
of the Chinese Emperor. 

In 555 a new people appeared North of Caucasia. They called ther- 
selves Avars and were also known by the name Varhuns. They rapidly moved to 
the West where they occupied in 567 the Carpathian Basin which the Longo- 
bards had left for Northern Italy, the present-day Lombardy. Many scholars 
think that the Zhuan-zhuans disappearing around 552 and the Avars were the 
same people. There were surely also other groups among them, including some 
tribes of the Ephtalites, called also the White Huns. 

North of Caucasia the Khazars began to build their new empire. In 650 
they defeated the Onoghur Bulgharian Kingdom of Kuvrat. The people of the 
Bulghar federation moved in various directions. One group of them reached the 
Lower Danube where they founded around 683 the Danubian Bulghar State. 
Other groups moved to the Carpathian Basin, the Balkans and even Italy. A 
larger group remained under the rule of the Khazars and slowly moved to the 
North along the Volga river. They became later the Volga Bulghars. 

In 682 a small group of Turks under Chinese rule led by the later Elte- 
rish khan rebelled. They soon united most of the Turkic groups and founded 
the Second Turkic Khanate. In the First Turkic Khanate they had used the 
Sogdian language and script for chancellary purposes and inscriptions. This was 
changed in the second Khanate and we dispose of inscriptions written first in 
history in Turkic language and in the so called Runic script. The second Turkic 
Khanate was defeated by a coalition of three tribes, the Uighurs, the Qarluqs 
and the Basmils. But the Uighurs soon got rid of their allies and under their 
hegemony was founded the Uighur Khanate. The consolidation of their rule 
lasted several years and was final only in the late fifties of the 8th century. 

A mighty rebel most probably of ultimately Sogdian origin An Lu-shan 
menaced the rule of the Tang Emperors. The Uighurs came to help the Em- 
peror and in 762 they sacked Lo-yang the capital. The Uighur ruler met here 
the Manichean priests who converted him, but also Buddhist and Nestorian 
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missionaries reached the Uighurs and other Turks and tried to convert them. 
The result was that several scripts were used for translations of the holy scripts 
of these religions into Turkic. The Uighur society slowly transformed under the 
influence of the clergy. The Kirghiz put an end to the flourishing Empire, but 
the Uighurs moved to the South. One group founded around Kocho a new 
kingdom which lasted until the late 13th century. Another group reached the 
Kansu region of China and reorganized itself. The became known under the 
name Yellow Uighur as they are still called today. 

The Kirghiz were conquered by the Mongolian-speaking Khitays who 
soon founded in North China the Liao dynasty (907-1125). One part of the 
Khitays or Khitans beaten by the united forces of the Chinese and the newcom- 
er Juchens, early realtives of the Manchus, migrated to the west and became 
known under the name Kara Kitay or Black Kitay. They reached the region 
around Khwarazm and slowly became -Turkicized. 

In the West after the victory over the Bulghars, the Khazars strength- 
ened their Empire. Soon they came into contact with the Arabs, who conquered 
Persia in the 7th century (642 battle of Ktesiphon), begun their fights with the 
Khazars and gradually reached the Talas valley. Here in 751 was one of the 
most important battles of the High Middle Ages, the battle between the Arabs 
and the Chinese with allies on both sides. The Chinese stopped the Arabs. The 
attacks of the Arabs menaced Europe from three directions. From the Iberian 
peninsula towards France, against the Byzantine Empire and through Caucasia 
against the Khazars. In the first years of the 8th century their pressure grew. In 
717 theiy stood around Constantinople, in 721 they fought against the Franks at 
Toulouse and only in 732 could the Franks stop them at the battle of Poitiers. 
The third front was directed against the Khazars. Already in the 7th century the 
Khazars and the Arabs fought each other without clear success on either side. 
In 730 the Khazars defeated the Arabs and in 737 the Arabs launched a major 
attack on the Khazars. The Khazar khan fled from the capital and withdrew 
northeast along the Volga. The Arabs, under the leadership of Marwan fol- 
lowed him, and finally forced him to accept Islam. After this had happened, the 
Arabs withdrew. The Khazars recovered and reorganized their state. The Jewish 
religion strengthened its influence in the Khazar state already in the 8th century 
but the famous conversion of the Khan and the leading class took place only 
around 860. The long Pax Khazarica between 740 and 960 was only disturbed 
by the Pechenegs, the Hungarians and the revolt of some Khazar groups. The 
latter called Kabars joined the Hungarians, who formerly lived in the Khazar 
Empire and who gradually became independent. Their slow move from Levedia 
to Etelküzü and then to the Carpathian Basin was caused by the attack of the 
Pechenegs and the pressure on the part of the Khazars. As is known the Hun- 
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garians appeared at the Lower Danube in 839, and invaded the Carpathian 
Basin in 862 but finally settled there only in 895. 

Those Bulghars who remained in the Khazar Empire also tried to loosen 
their ties with the Khazars. They slowly moved to the North. Around 800 they 
reached the territory where now we find the village Bolshie Tarkhany and 
occupied the southern bank of the Kama river in the first years of the 10th 
century, that is a hundred years later. The Volga Bulghars founded their impor- 
tant state which converted to Islam. Ibn Fadlan the member of the Caliph’s 
embassy visited them in 921-22 and described a flourishing life. 

In Western Central Asia several Turkic groups fought each other. In the 
middle of the 8th century a Turkic ruling clan of Tiirgesh origin, the Turk 
Shahi or Kabul Shah dynasty established itself in Gandhara. They were Bud- 
dhists and one of their rulers bore the title From Kesar, the "Roman Caesar" 
between 738 and 745. They had matrimonial ties with Khotan allies of China 
and Tibet. In 809 the Arabs defeated the Turk Shahi dynasty and they convert- 
ed to Islam. 

In the region of Kunduz and Herat, called also historically Tokharistan, 
the Yabgus of Western Turkic origin ruled. They were Buddhists and their rule 
lasted until 759. 

The Karluks, who were allies of the Uighurs when they defeated the 
Turks, moved to the West after the final victory of the Uighurs. They were 
joined by the Chighils and Yaghmas. The ruler of the confederation bore the 
title Yabgu. After the end of the Uighur Empire in 840 the Yabgu took the 
title Khan, or Kara Khan. Islam slowly gained ground in the Empire, while the 
Karakhanids fought against the Ghaznavids and in alliance with or as mercenar- 
ies of several Mohammedan leaders. Satuq Bughra khan converted to Islam, 
and after his death (955) his son Baytash organized a strong Islamic reign. The 
Karakhanids extended their power over Bukhara, Samarkand and in the 11th 
century they had a high culture with literature in Turkic language. At the end 
of the 11th century they fell into rival sections and were defeated first by the 
Seljuks and then by the Kara Kitays and the Khwarazmshahs. 

In 977 the local Turkic people of Ghazna elected a certain Sebük Tegin 
as their governor. He was the founder of the Ghaznavid dynasty which was only 
nominally a souzerain of the Kaliph. The majority of the population over which 
the Turkic clan ruled was Persian, but important Turkic contingents served as a 
backbone for the military. In the first half of the 11th century the Ghaznavids 
led predatory campaigns against North India and played an important role in 
the history of Persia. The Seljuk put an end to their flourishing. 

A large group of Oghuz tribes was organized by Seljuk who turned to 
Islam with his family around 1000. First in alliance with, then against the Kara- 
khanids and Ghaznavids the Seljukids estabilished their power first in what is 
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now West Persia. In the 40s of the 11th century the Seljukid ruler Togril chose 
Nishapur as his capital. In 1049-50 he even occupied Baghdad which he held 
until 1058. The next Seljukid ruler Alp Arslan defeated the Byzantine ruler 
Romanos in 1071 at Manzikert and founded the Seljuk Sultanate of Ikonion or 
Rum which gained power in Eastern Anatolia and Iraq. The Seljuks menaced 
the existence of Byzantium and the Holy Land, so their attacks were the first 
cause of the Crusades. In the 12th century after a short flourishing period the 
Seljukid Empire fell into rival sections, and the renewed attempts at the resto- 
ration of the central power did not last long. In 1194 the Khwarazmshah put a 
final end to Seljukid power. 

Along the rivers Tobol and Irtish lived the federation of the Kimek 
tribes and among them we hear in the 9th century for the first time about the 
Kipchaks. After the defeat of the Khazar Empire and following the Pechenegs 
the Kipchak tribes appear in the territory North to the Black sea. The Kipchaks 
moving in South Russia were named by the Russians Polovcy, by the Western 
sources Cuman, or Falben by the Hungarian sources Kun. 

In 1196 when the Mongolian tribes elected Temiijin as their khan and he 
chose the name Chingis, the Kara Kitays, the Kwarasmshah, the Volga Bulghars 
and the Kipchaks formed the greatest Turkic power in the West. Some smaller 
groups such as the Kereits, the Ongiits and others lived in the East. South of 
the Mongols were the Uighurs of Kocho and in the Siberian regions lived 
various other smaller groups. 
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THE MONGOLS. HISTORY, PEOPLES AND 
LANGUAGES 


In Chinese sources we meet the Tung-hu, originally the designation of a 
group of barbarian, non Chinese people. Later it became the designation of a 
certain group, and among the Tung-hu two main federations were recorded, the 
Wu-han and the Sien-pi Later the Sien-pi federation was divided and the 
Southern Sien-pi groups were the Tu-yü-hun, the Kitay and the Tatabi and the 
Northern the Shi-wei. Among the Shi-wei a tribe with the name Mongol was 
recorded. Among the above groups also the T’o-pa or Tabgach has to be count- 
ed, and we have some data that all these groups spoke Old Mongolian languag- 
es or at least were ruled by Mongolian speaking groups. 

After the disappearance of the Kitays, at the end of the 12th century, 
around 1196 when Temujin was elected as Khan of the Mongols, the following 
people lived in the neighbourhood: around the Yenisei the Kirghiz, around 
Kobdo, present West Mongolia, the Naimans, on the Orkhon and Selengga 
river the Kereits (Nestorians, perhaps they can be connected with the famous 
Kingdom of Presbyter John), the Merkits South of the Baikal, the Onggiits 
North of the Huang-ho, the Tatars (known since the 8th century, or even earli- 
er), the Oirats (West of the Baikal). The Mongols themselves occupied the 
territory around the Onon river. 

Having subdued the related and neighbouring people Chingis went first 
against the Tanguts (1209), then led his troops against the Jurchens (1211- 
1215). Then he turned to the West, Khwarazm fall in 1219, in 1221 the com- 
mander Süböetey launched his first great campaign. In the battle at the Khal- 
kha River in 1222 the Mongols defeated the united troops of the Kievian Rus 
and the Comans. Chingis turned against the Tangut cities and died in 1227. In 
1229 the great Kurultay elected Ögödey as great khan, and he moved his capi- 
tal to Karakorum. In 1232-34 they finally defeated the Jurchens, in 1236 they 
occupied Korea. 1235-36 the Mongols attacked the Volga Bulghars. In 1237 the 
Comans move westwards and 1239 they fled to Hungary. In 1238 the Mongols 
defeated Suzdal, Kiev, Chernigov and Halich. In 1241 they crashed the united 
German and Polish forces at Walstatt and invaded Hungary. In the battle of 
Muhi (11th April, 1241) they defeated the forces of the Hungarian king Béla 
IV. Ögödey died 1241 and the Mongolian troops left Hungary. Under the Khan 
Kubilay they conquered the whole of China and founded the Yüan dynasty 
(1280-1368). Twice they tried to invade Japan (1274, 1281), and in 1293 they 
reached Java. At the end of the 14th century the greatest Empire in world 
history was united under the Mongols. 


42 | A. RONA-TAS: INTRODUCTION TO TURKOLOGY 


The house of Chagatay ruled in Central Asia, the house of Hülegü in 
Persia and the house of Jochi-Batu West of Urals, the latter became later the 
Golden Horde. 

Nowadays the Mongols live in the Chinese People’s Republic, the Mon- 
golian People’s Republic and in the Soviet Union where we find the Buriat 
Autonomous Republic (Ulan Ude is its capital) and the Kalmük Autonomous 
Republic (with its capital Elista on the Volga). 

The present Mongolian languages are grouped in two Ба the 
archaic and the non archaic languages. We can divide the non archaic branch 
into a central, a northern and a western group. 

The most important of the non-archaic languages is Khalkha, the official 
language of the Mongolian People’s Republic (capital: Ulan Bator). It is spoken 
by about one million inhabitants and can be divided into several dialects. They 
use the Cyrillic script introduced in place of Uighur-Mongolian in 1941. Closely 
related to the Khalkha is the Chakhar language, mostly spoken in China in the 
Inner Mongolian Autonomous Republic (capital Kéke Kota or Khékh Khot), 
together with many other Mongolian languages and dialects such as Ujiimchin, 
Ordos, etc. The Mongols of China use the Old Uighur Mongolian script. These 
languages pertain to the Central Group. 

In the North, in the Buryat Autonomous Republic and the adjacent 
areas various Buryat dialects are spoken by about 400.000 people. The literary 
language written with the Cyrillic script is based on the Khori dialect. 

The Western group is also called Oyrat. Many of the Oyrat groups live 
in West Mongolia, i.e. the Western part of the Mongolian People’s Republic. 
The second group lives in China in Dzungaria and around the Alashan moun- 
tain-range. The third group migrated in the 17th century to Europe and lives 
now in the Kalmuck Autonomous Republic. 

The Archaic Branch of the Mongolian languages can be divided into 
three groups. In the Northeastern territory of what earlier was called Manchu- 
ria around Khaylar and Tsitsikar, now Heilungkiang and in the Hulunbuyir 
Aymak of Inner Mongolia the Dakhur or Dagur language is spoken. It has 
several dialects some of them preserving the initial h- of the Middle Mongolian 
language. It has been suggested that the Dagurs are the descendants of the 
Khitays. If this is true they were strongly Mongolized, that is their earlier lan- 
guage which was of an Old Mongolian type and of another branch later came 
under the influence of Middle Mongolian. | 

The Monguors live in the province Chinghai, they and the following 
groups moved to their recent dwelling places under the Yüan dynasty, but then 
after the fall of the Yiian-dynasty (1368) they remained there as border guards 
of the Chinese Emperors. The Monguors speak a very archaic Mongolian 
language which developed after the 14th century under Tibetan and Chinese 
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influence. The Tung-hsiang language is spoken in Kansu province and the Pao- 
an language both in Kansu and Tsing-hai provinces. In Kansu we also find the 
Mongolian-speaking Yellow Uighurs or Shera Yöghurs. This group lives in a 
kind of symbiosis with the Turkic speaking Yellow Uighurs: the Sira Yéghurs. 

The third group of the Archaic Branch consist of several Mogol dialects 
spoken in Afghanistan. 
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THE MANCHU-TUNGUZIANS 


Manchu-Tunguzian is the name of a genetically related linguistic group 
of languages. In Russian linguistic literature this group is called tunguso-man’- 
chdZurskij in an attempt to stress the greater importance of the Tunguzians and 
the Tunguz branch most of whom live in the Soviet Union. The earliest Man- 
chu-Tunguzian language attested in written sources is Jurchen, the language of 
a tribal confederation which came to power in North China in 1115 under the 
name Chin (Kin) or Golden Dynasty (also Nü-chen). It was crushed by Chingis 
Khan and his successors (1234) but important groups lived and spoke their 
language not only during the Sung and Yüan dynasties but also during the Ming 
dynasty. There exist early inscriptions, a Jurchen-Chinese glossary and Sino- 
Jurchen texts. In the first half of the 17th century the Manchu tribal federation 
came to power and conquered China. In 1644 they founded the Ch'ing dynasty, 
the last in the history of China; the Republic was declared in 1912. Manchu 
became a literary language written in Uighur-Mongolian script which was later 
adapted to the special needs of Manchu. The spoken form of Manchu is called 
Shibo or Shibe. 

The Manchu-Tunguzian languages are divided into two branches. The 
Northern Branch is called Tunguzian in the broader sense, and the Southern 
also Manchu. We dispose now of an excellent comparative dictionary of the 
Manchu-Tunguzian languages compiled under the direction of V. I. Cincius 
(1975) and therefore I give here the classification of Cincius adding the names 
of peoples and languages used in literature other than Russian. 


NORTHERN OR TUNGUZIAN BRANCH 
Evenki or proper Tunguzian 
Even or Lamut 
Solon 
: Negidal 
SOUTHERN OR MANCHU BRANCH 
Manchu (spoken form Shibo or Shibe) 
Nanai or Gold 
Olcha or Ulcha 
Orok 
Udihe 
Oroch 
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` In a paper published in 1974 Ikegami gave the following grouping: I. 
Evenki, Solon, Negidal, Lamut, II. Udihe, Oroch, III. Nanay, Ulcha, Orok, IV. 
[Jurchen], Manchu. Essential is here, that Udihe and Oroch pertain to a transi- 
tory group, while between III. and IV. the difference is more of chronological 
nature. Based on the Comparative Dictionary of Cincius in 1978 Doerfer revised 
the earlier classifications. He tried to quantify the differences and came to the 
following result: 


L NORTHERN BRANCH 

1. NE Group: Lamut, Arman; 

2. NW Group: Evenki, Negidal, Solon; 
IL CENTRAL BRANCH 

1. CE group: Oroch, Udihe 

2. CW group: Kili, Nanay, Ulcha, Orok (Uilta) 
Ш. SOUTHERN BRANCH 

Jurchen, Manchu. 


Two dialects have been redefined as languages: Arman (earlier a Lamut 
dialect) and Kili or the Dialect of Kur-Urmi, which was considered earlier as a 
Nanay dialect. : 
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THE WORLD RELIGIONS AND THE ANCIENT 
TURKS 


Shamanism and Tengrism 

In order to understand the sources on the Old Turkic languages we have 
to give a short overview on the spread of the various religions to the Ancient 
Turks, because most of the material which has remained for posterity was 
written for religious purposes and by monks and priests of various religions. 
Several kinds of Turkic religious literary languages appeared which cannot be 
separated from the historical, linguistic and cultural background of the other 
peoples who played a role in the missionary activities. 

Among the old Turks we can find two types of religions or religious 
complexes. One was shamanism. In the definition of shamanism I accept the 
views of U. Johansen (1987, 8-9) which I quote in the original German: 
“Dieser Terminus, der wahrscheinlich aus einer tungusischen Sprache von den 
Europäern übernommen wurde, wird auf Träger religiöser Funktionen angewen- 
det, die 
1. sich bewusst in Trance versetzen können, das heisst in einen veränderten 
Bewusstseinszustand, in dem sie zumindest auf auditive und visuelle Reize ihrer 
realen Umwelt in vermindertem Masse reagieren, 

2. die Fähigkeit hierzu in einem Berufungserlebnis und einer Zeit psychischer 
Krisen erwerben, 

3. in diesem Bewusstseinszustand die Verbindung mit vorgestellten, vom natur- 
wissenschaftlichen Standpunkt gesehen, nicht existierten Wesen aufzunehmen 
glauben, wobei die Vorstellung durch die Religion, in der sie wirken, bestimmt 
sind, 

4. den religiös motivierten Zustand veränderten Bewusstseins in der Regel im 
Interesse und in Übereinstimmung mit ihrer Gesamt-Gesellschaft herbeiführen, 
in der sie somit als religiöse Interpreten wirken und ihr ein Gefühl der Sicher- 
heit gegenüber dem Transzendenten geben, 

5. auch in den unmittelbar sichtbaren Formen ihres Wirkens - in Ritualklei- 
dung, Ablauf der religiösen Handlungen oder Ausgestaltung ihres Ortes etwa - 
Träger einer Tradition sind." 

This is a very proper definition of the shaman and Shamanism is the 
system of religious beliefs in which the central role is played exclusively by the 
shaman. Of course Shamanism did not disappear in other religions, and the 
shaman, though he or she lost the central role, may have an important function. 
In these cases we speak about shamanistic traditions, functions, etc. 
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Among the Old Turks there existed an other type of religion, which was 
called by J.-P. Roux (1956, 1962 etc.) Tengrism. In this religion there existed a 
central God which was identified with heaven (Turkic: Kök Tari), who was a 
creator but not an ex nihilo creator. The ruler, the king was considered a sacral 
figure, this sacral king embodied the fortune of the society, if his forces dimin- 
ished he was sacrified (see Róna-Tas 1987a). Shamanism became an important 
part of Tengrism. 


The spread of Buddhism to Central Asia and the Turks 
A very good and comprehensive overview is given by R. E. Emmerick in 
The Encyclopedia of Religion (ed. M. Eliade 1987, vol 2 400-404). The spread of 
Buddhism from India began in the time of the king Ashoka (traditionally 271- 
231) under whom missionary activities were encouraged and reached Bactria, 
Gandhara, that is the present Afghanistan, where after the military expedition 
of Alexander the Great (327-325) a lively Greek colony was founded. In the 
middle of the first century A.D. the Yüe-chi tribes who had migrated earlier 
from the Chinese borders through Gandhara arrived and, there they adopted 
the local East Iranian language of Bactria and invaded Northern India where 
they founded the Kushan dynasty. Under the Kushan ruler Kanishka I (first to 
second century A.D.) the missionary activities were extended and several people 
converted to Buddhism, among them Greeks living in Bactria and Gandhara, 
and several Iranian groups. The famous Graeco-Bactrian culture brought a 
turning point in the history of Buddhism, the Greek influence was in some 
Tespects essential, as e.g. the depiction of the human form of the Buddha, who 
had been earlier represented only by symbols (footprint, wheel). It seems to be 
very likely that the Mahayana school of Buddhism arose in the cosmopolitan 
environment of Gandhära. Under the Kushan dynasty the influence of Bud- 
dhism reached perhaps Khwarazm and Sogdiana, but it was not of central 
importance. The language of the administration in the Kushan Empire was the 
so-called Gandhari Prakrit written in Kharoshthi script. The influence of the 
Kushan Empire reached China and administrative documents written in the so- 
called Gandhari Prakrit in Kharoshthi script have been found in the Kingdom 
Kroraina (east from Khotan), around the Lob-nor and even in Lo-yang, the 
- Chinese capital. This Gandhari language was used by the Hinayana Buddhist 
sect, the Dharmaguptakas, who were among those who made translations of 
Buddhist texts into Chinese at the beginning of the 5th century. We know from 
the Chinese traveller Fa-hsien that in 400 there were more than four thousand 
Hinayana monks in Shan-shan (Kroraina). The Kharoshthi texts found in the 
Niya-valley, the "Niya documents" pertained to the Shan-shan kingdom, but 
there exist some Buddhist texts which may be dated to the second century, and 
were written in Gandhari, but found in the vicinity of Khotan. The influence of 
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the Gandhari Hinayana Buddhists on the development of Buddhism in Khotan 
is documented by the oldest strata of Buddhist terminology in Khotanese which 
shows the impact of Gandhari. Е 

Ву the Kushan period monks of another Buddhist Hinayana sect, the 
Sarvastivada, were spreading throughout Central Asia, taking with them palm- 
leaf manuscripts written in Buddhist Sanskrit. Paleographic research (see Sand- 
er 1968, 1983) has established a close connection between the monasteries in 
Bamiyan and Gilgit (Afghanistan and Kashmir) on the one hand and those in 
Eastern Turkestan on the other. 

Buddhism reached Khotan around the second century A.D., and it was a 
well-established center of Mahayana studies in the third century. Khotanese 
monks served as translators of Sanskrit texts into Chinese. The Buddhist scrip- 
tures were first translated into Chinese from Gandhari and thereafter from 
. Sanskrit in most cases by Central Asiatic monks themselves speaking some of 
the Iranian languages. 

Kashghar and its surroundings were converted by Saka groups to Bud- 
dhism in about 100 A.D., a date when Hinayana prevailed and this was then 
spread to the cities of the northern route across the Takla Makan. Saka groups 
converted the region around Tumshuq whose monastery is thought to date from. 
the fourth or fifth century. They used, as we shall see later, not the Brahmi 
script of the Khotanese Saka monks but the Brahmi used among the Tochar- 
ians. The Buddhist culture of Tumshuq was destroyed by the Mohammedan 
Karakhanids in the 10th century. А 

It is uncertain when Buddhism first reached the Tocharians, but it surely 
flourished there in the fourth century in the time of the famous translator 
Kumarajiva (344-413) the son of an Indian father and a Tochari»z mother, 
who was the sister of the king of Kucha. Kumarajiva first practised Hinayzna, 
but later turned to Mahayana. He translated many Hinayana and Mahayana 
texts into Chinese, and it was he who introduced into China the Madhyamika 
philosophy. We have reliable sources on the fact that both Hinayana and 
Mahayana Buddhism was present among the Tocharians. 

In the spread of Buddhism a great role was played by the Sogdians, 
whose network of commercial houses and trading colonies we find all over 
Central Asia. They used the Silk Road and took with them not only Buddhism 
but also Manicheism and Nestorianism. Sogdians were among the early transla- 
tors from Sanskrit into Chinese, and later Sogdians translated Chinese Buddhist, 
literature into Sogdian. The key role of the Sogdians was appreciated by the 
Turks, who from their first appearance engaged them in their chancellary and 
diplomatic activities and thus inevitably came under the influence of the Sog- 
dian Buddhists. This is well demonstrated in the Bughut inscription of the First 
Turkic Khanate, (around 581), which was written for the Turkic Emperor, but 
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in Sogdian language and in Sogdian script. In this very important inscription, 
the Buddhist community is mentioned (on the inscription see Klashtornyj-Liv- 
shic 1972). 

In and around Tun-huang (Dunhuang) the activity of Buddhist monks 
may have begun in the first century A.D., but the first attested texts pertain to 
the third century. In the middle of the fourth century they began to build the 
complex of caves of which the famous Ch’ien-fo-tung (Qianfodong) or Caves of 
the Thousand Buddhas are the most known. There the Hungarian scholar Sir 
Aurel Stein, following the instructions of his compatriot geographer L. Léczy, 
discovered the Hidden Library, which contained thousands of manuscripts in 
many of the Central Asiatic languages. The study of the Hidden Library be- 
came in the last years a separate branch of scholarship. A good, unpublished 
introduction is that of G. Uray (Manuscript, 1988 with a very rich bibliography), 
and he refers to the school of Fujieda who set as its aim to reconstruct the 
Hidden Library and study it as an entire complex (see Fujieda 1966, 1981). See 
on the Cave and its chronology also my brief note (Röna-Tas 1968). 

One of the earliest scholars working in Tun-huang was Dharmaraksa 
(Chinese Fa-hu), who was born in Tun-huang around 230 A.D. He travelled in 
all parts of Central Asia and aquired many of its languages. He collaborated 
with Indians, Tocharians, with a Yiie-chi, a Khotanese and probably also a 
Sogdian. It was one of his Chinese disciples, Fa-cheng, who in about 280 found- 
ed the large monastery in Tun-huang. 

As we have seen Buddhism appeared already at the court of the rulers 
of the first Turk Khanate. We know of a Chinese temple-inscription which was 
written in the fifties of the 6th century under the Western Wei dynasty in which 
the devotion of Muhan Khan the second son of the founder of the Khanate 
Bumin Khan, to Buddhism was mentioned (see A. von Gabain 1954). It is 
known that a Buddhist monk from Kapishi (Gandhara, Begram) the famous 
Jinagupta (528-605) who had spent some time in Khotan, taught Buddhism at 
the court of the Eastern Turks (cca 574-584) during the rule of Muhan khan’s 
successor Tapar kagan. 

From the time of the second Turkic Khanate and the Uighur Empire we 
have very scanty data on Buddhism among the Turks: we know that the Uighur 
khan converted to Manicheism in 762, but after the defeat of the Uighurs by 
the Kirghiz and after their move to the South, as we have seen above, they 
became devoted Buddhists. 

Khotan was occupied by Islam around 1000, the Uighurs of Kocho were 
reached by the same destiny at the end of the 15th century. i 
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The spread of Manicheism to Central Asia and the Turks 

The Manicheism founded by Mani (217-276) in Persia was a syncretic 
religion from elements of the Christian religion, Zoroastrism and Buddhism. Its 
philosophy was gnostic, and built on a dual principle. The World consists of two 
main principles: Light and Darkness, the Spiritual and the Material principle. 
Mani was first supported by the Sassanid Emperor Shapur I (242-273), but 
later disgraced because of the opposition of the Zoroastrian priesthood. Under 
Bahram I (274-277) Mani was imprisoned, where he died (276) and his pupils 
were persecuted. They spread over the world. Manichean priests came to Sog- 
diana and converted considerably large groups of Sogdians. The Sogdian Man- 
ichean groups were instrumental in the further spread of the religion. In earlier 
times they used the Persian and the Parthian languages (the latter was the 
language of the Arsacid Emperors who were replaced by the Sassanids) for 
religious purposes, but later the Manichean texts were translated into Sogdian 
as well. The Sogdians became engaged in missionary activities even in China. 
Manicheism came in Central Asia under the influence of Buddhism which itself 
could not avoid the Manichean influence. When in 762 the Uighur Emperor 
visited the Chinese capital after having helped the Chinese Emperor against the 
rebellion of An Lu-shan (755-757), he came into contact with Manichean 
priests, who converted him to Manicheism. After returning to the Uighur home- 
land, an important group of Turks followed the Khan and joined the Manich- 
ean religion. This group begun to write in the socalled Manichean script first 
translations and later original works in Turkic. After a time Manichean texts 
were also written in the Sogdian-Uighur script. 


The spread of Islam and the Ancient Turks 

Islam (from Arabic islam ’submission to the will of God’) the religion of 
the Muslims (Arabic muslim "those who submitted to the will of God’, both 
words from the root SLM), was founded by Muhammed who left Mecca for 
Medina in 622 this is the Hijra, the year of the beginning of the Muslim era. 
Muhammed died in 632 and was followed by four elected Caliphs in whose 
hands both the religious and the political power was united. The unprecedented 
expansion of the Arabs reached Damascus in 635, they captured Jerusalem in 
638, and Persia between 636 (the battle of Ktesiphon) and 642 (the battle of 
Nihavend). The group around Osman (644-656) helped his family, the Omay- 
yads, to power against the son-in-law of Muhammed, Ali. The latter was backed 
by the Shiites. Ali was murdered and the Shiites got into a bitter struggle with 
the Sunnites, the partisans of the Omayyads, who acknowledged the Sunna as a 
part of the holy tradition and the law. The Omayyads ruled until 750. Under 
Muaviyya (661-680) they conquered Samarkand, Bukhara and Kabul. During 
the reign of Valid I (705-715) the Arabs conquered Transoxania and reached 
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the Indus Valley. They tried to encircle from the East the European states and 
attacked through Caucasia the Khazars. The most important campaign of the 
Arabs was, as we pointed out above, in 737 when they provisionally forced the 
Khazar king to convert to the Islam (cf. the Arabo-Frank battles of Toulouse 
721 and Poitiers 732). But this turned out to be an episode and on the whole 
the Khazars resisted successfully the Arab invasions. 751 was the great battle of 
Talas were the Arabs and their allies clashed with the Chinese and their allies. 
Though the Arabs won a slight victory their expansion for the time being was 
stopped. Under the first Abbasid Caliphs power passed to the Persians, the 
Empire was reorganized on Persian and Byzantine models. After the famous 
Harun al-Rashid (786-809) the central power of the Caliphs decayed and the 
actual power passed to local landlords. These local rulers engaged Turks in 
their struggle for power and the Turkic element became stronger and stronger 
everywhere. On the other hand the groups which temporarily lost in the local 
struggles for power fled to the Turks. 

As we have seen above, the Volga Bulgharian rulers became Muslims at 
the beginning of the 10th century, the Karakhanid rulers converted to Islam at 
the end of the 10th century (Baytash son of Bugra who died 955) and the 
Seljuks around 1000. The latter even conquered Baghdad in 1055. Khotan fell 
around 1000 and became an Islamic country. Bukhara, Samarkand and Kash- 
ghar flourished as great cities of Islam. The political and religious expansion of 
Islam was stopped for a short time by the Mongols. 


PART TWO 
INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 
OF OLD TURKIC 
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THE SOURCES OF THE HISTORY OF THE OLD 
TURKIC LANGUAGES IN DIFFERENT SCRIPTS 


THE SOURCES IN RUNIC SCRIPT 


The notation Runic is a misleading abbreviation. The name of this script 
was originally Runiform, and V. Thomsen also used this term because its outer 
look resembled the Germanic Runic script. But the word Runic comes from the 
Old High German word runa 'secret, secret script’ hence ’cult script’, and our 
script has nothing to do with the German Runic script, neither was it a secret 
script. It would be more appropriate to call it Carved Script. Nevertheless, since 
the name has been already accepted and used, we shall also use it with the 
rider, that this is the Runic Script of the Eastern Turks or the East Turkic 
Runic Script (ETRS, see Table D. 

The first news about this script was brought to Europe by the Flemish 
ambassador №. Witsen (1692), the first drawings appeared in the work of Strah- 
lenberg (1730). Many travellers collected inscriptions written in this script, 
mainly in Siberia in the subsequent period. All attempts to decipher the inscrip- 
tion failed until 1889. In that year N. M. Yadrintsev discovered the long inscrip- 
tions near the Orkhon river in Mongolia. Two expeditions were sent to bring 
reliable material, the Finnish expedition was led by Heikel in 1890, the expedi- 
tion of the Russian Academy by Radlov in 1891. Both expeditions brought back 
reliable materials and were published in the same year 1892. The first attempt 
at deciphering by O. Donner failed. He collected and grouped the units which 
he thought to be words, and then tried to decipher the letters by comparing 
them with already known alphabets. One of the inscriptions had a text in Chi- 
nese and it was hoped that the inscription was bilingual. Later on it turned out 
that this was not the case. In two questions, however the Chinese text was of 
help. It said clearly that the deceased who was commemorated was a Turk and 
gave the Chinese transcription of his name. 

It was Vilhelm Thomsen who first succeeded in deciphering the script 
and the inscriptions about which he delivered a lecture on the 13th December 
1893 before the Danish Academy of Sciences. Radlov, who worked simulta- 
neously with Thomsen and with whom Thomsen corresponded made his results 
public on the 19th of January 1894. Thomsen’s first publication in the Bulletin 
of the Danish Academy of 1893 was republished with some changes in the 3rd 
volume of his Samlede Afhandlinger (1922) in which Thomsen added a Post- 
scriptum written in 1920 where he tells us in detail how he deciphered the 
script. 
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Since 1893 the study of Turkic texts in Runic script has developed as a 
separate branch of Turkology. A good overview of studies up till 1917 can be 
read in Kononov (1982). The latest state of art is summarized in Kljashtornyj 
(1964), Tekin (1968), Kononov (1980) and Vasilev (1983a). A bibliography of 
the published inscriptions can be found in the DTS to which now the new data 
of Vasilev (1976, 1978, 1983a, b) and Kljashtornyj (1980, 1985) have to be 
added. In the large territory inhabited in the 8th-10th centuries by the Turks 
even now new inscriptions are coming to light. 

The script was originally carved in wood, but most of these wooden 
sticks disappeared. We can distinguish the following types of texts according to 
the material on and with which it was written and according the contents of the 
texts: 


1. Memorial inscriptions on steels and rocks 
a. Inscriptions commemorating a dead person 
b. Inscriptions commemorating events. 
2. Short inscriptions on various objects 
a. Inscriptions on metal (dishes, coins, etc.) 
b. Inscriptions on ceramics 
3. Graffiti on rocks 
4. Texts written on paper or wood with a brush or calamus 


The hundreds of inscriptions can be grouped in the following areal units 
(after Vasilev 1983a): 
1. Pribaykal-Lena (cca 18) 
2. Yenisei (cca 150) 
3. Mongolia (cca 35) 
4. Altai (cca 16) 
5. East Turkestan (cca 14) 
6. Northern Kirghizistan and Kazakhstan (cca 28) 
7. Fergana, Alai and Northern Tocharistan (cca 18) 


The discussion on the chronology of these groups seems to be finished to 
the extent that it seems to be clear that the earliest inscriptions are those from 
Mongolia, and none of them is older than the 720's. The older opinion, accord- 
ing to which the Yenisei inscriptions are earlier could not be substantiated. The 
contrary has been claimed by Kyzlasov (1960, 1965), Clauson (1962), Kormush- 
in (1975), Vasilev (1983) and Róna-Tas (1987b). The primitive nature of these 
inscriptions is not due to their early age but to the fact that local lords and 
scribes imitated the "central" inscriptions, and thus the Yenisei inscriptions are 
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simultaneous with or later than those of Mongolia. The East Turkestan group 
seems to be the latest, from a time after the Uighurs left Mongolia, the second 
half of the 9th or from the beginning of the 10th century. 

The origin of the East Turkic Runic script is a much debated question. 
Opinions can be divided into two groups. According to some scholars the script 
is of foreign most probably of Semitic origin, others think that it is autochtho- 
nous and developed from tamghas, property marks. The three most recent 
papers of importance are those of Clauson (1970), Livshic (1978) and Pritsak 
(1980) with the bibliography of earlier works. 

I tried to solve the riddle in a paper read in 1986 at the 29th PIAC 
conference and published in 1987. My point of departure was that first we have 
to find the earliest set of letters, then we have to find the system of the script. 
Only those solutions which give an answer to the seemingly odd structure of the 
script can be accepted. The hypothetical solution has then to be made plausible 
by paleographical and historical considerations. 

I have distinguished four phases of the development of the ETRS. In the 
first phase a Turkic group took over an alphabet of the Northern Aramaic type, 
which was near to Ancient Sogdian, Armazic and Pahlavi but not identical with 
either. This language had no § and z phonemes, thus it had to be a language of 
the Chuvash type, presumably Khazar. In the second phase the Turks developed 
new letters to meet the special needs of the Turkic language. For this they had 
two devices. They used pictograms and added diacritical signs to letters which 
already existed. In the third phase the script was forwarded to a people which 
spoke a common Turkic language where there also existed phonemes for š and 
z, thus these two letters were added and also letters for the clusters Id, nd and 
nc, perhaps the latter under the influence of the Sogdian script. In the last 
phase local variants emerged, among them the Yenisei inscriptions with some 
new letters such as the one for closed e. The hypothesis forwarded in Róna-Tas 
(1987) gives an answer to several questions hitherto unsolved. Why do the 
letters a/à and i/i, e denote back vocalic and front vocalic pairs, while the 
letters o/u and 6/i closed and open pairs of the same synharmonic group? 
How did the paired letters for consonants develope if none of them can be 
deduced from its pair, that is b! cannot be the origin of b? or vice versa. Why 
do we have five characters denoting /k/ and why separate letters for iki/iki, 
ókó/ükü and oqo/uqu. What is the cause of the seemingly great inconsistence in 
the use of the letters denoting sibilants? We know also that the syllabication of 
the alphabet went on as aC and eC as we see in the Manichean transcription of 
the Runic alphabet (cf. Le Coq 1909). Though most scholars have suggested 
that the script goes directly back to the Ancient Sogdian script this could have 
been excluded because the sign for H goes back to the Aramaic Lamed which 
in the earliest documents in Sogdian is the letter for d. We have acquired a 
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valuable source on the history of the Turkic language from a period from which 
we still have no other sources. The most important thing is, however, that after 
this analysis we get our feet foot on solid ground when we investigate the 
orthography and the graphotactics of the script as a source of the Old Turkic 
language. 

The orthographical rules and the graphotactics are in certain respect very 
stable, in other cases we find variation and of course also mistakes. From this 
point of view the paper of Hovdhaugen (1974) is very instructive. He collated 
the identical passages of the Kül Tegin and the Bilge Kagan inscriptions. The 
rules are more consistent in the inscriptions of Mongolia, and a few new rules 
emerge in the later inscriptions and texts. In the following we shall concentrate 
on the usage of the larger inscriptions. 


Vowels 

The vowels are written in some positions, not in others and there exist a 
few positions where the fluctuation is great. The vowels are as a rule written 
explicitly in the following positions: 
1. In the word initial position the vowels % i, o, u, ü are written with the excep- 
tion of the cases of ig, oq/uq, ók/ük if these sound combinations are written 
with the special letters Nos. 24, 25, 26 respectively. The a/ä is not written. In a 
very few cases a- is written if this was a long 2 (ac 'hungry at ’name’), but the 
same word is also written without it, thus Hovdhaugen is right when he states 
that the spelling of long a was not fixed in the orthography (1974, 61). The 
writing of e- shows some uncertainty. Words such as et-, el, e$, etc. are some- 
times written with the vowel sign i and sometimes without any vowel letter. 
This points to the special position of the closed e in the phonological system. 
This situation had the result that in the Yenisei inscriptions a special letter was 
invented for the closed e (see Thomsen 1913). 
2. In the first syllable after a consonant we find the same rules as the above. 
Further the i and i are frequently not written after y-. The combinations go-, 
qu-, kö-, kü- and qi- are in many cases written with the special letters and less 
frequently with k’ and E and with the vowel sign. But the same word can occur 
in three different writing as gop which is written with Nos. 26, 2, 33 дур, with 
22, 33 р and with 22, 2, 33 дир. 
3. The rules concerning the non first syllables have been studied by Meyer 
(1965-66) and checked against the parallel texts of KT and BK by Hovdhaugen 
(1974). They can be now refined and summed up as follows: 

a. The vowels a and d are written as a rule only if they occur in absolute 

word final position. 
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b. The labial vowels are obligatorily written plene or indicated by the 

letters 25 or 26 if in the preceding syllable the vowel was an illabial one. 

c. The vowels ї and i are obligatorily written plene or indicated by the 

letter 24 if in the preceding syllable the vowel was a labial one. (But cf. 

Bumn for Bumin). This rule is not valid for the vowels of most of the 

suffixes. We have to read sökürtimiz for sökrtmz, yükündürtimiz for 

yükündrtmz, because we have boldi and olrti for olurti, where in absolute 
final position the - is plene written. 

d. The writing or indication of the labial vowels after a labial vowel of 

the preceding syllable is not obligatory, they may or may not be written. 

But if the first labial vowel is followed by a consonantal cluster the 

second labial vowel is, as a rule, written as in: отизїтў тї, busgurur, 

urturt'm, kórgün'n, bolcuda, etc. 

€. The writing or the indication by the consonant 24 of the vowels i and 

i is not obligatory after an illabial vowel in the preceding syllable. 

4. In cases where before and after a k/q a labial vowel occurred (type ökün, 
toquz) the first vowel was in most cases not written but the second was if the 
word was written with the letters 25 or 26 resp. (quz). But if they were written 
with 22 or 23 resp. then the second labial vowel was in most cases not written 
(tok™z). . 

Summing up the above we can state that the vowels are not written as a 
rule in the following cases: 

1. The vowels a and à in absolute word initial position, in the first and further 
Syllables with the exception of the absolute word final position where it is 
always written. 

2. The labial vowels in non first syllables after preceding labial vowels and i 
and i after preceding non labial vowels. Thus in such cases when we read 
4,34,14 that is ücn we are entitled to read ücün and not ücin. In fact we find 
also the notation 4,34,4,14 that is ücün. 

3. The vowels in absolute final position are as a rule written. 

The above are, however, not strict rules, only tendencies, and a consider- 
able number of exceptions exists. 

The sign 5 for the closed e occurs only in a group of the Yenisei inscrip- 
tions (on the letter see Thomsen 1913, the inscriptions are enumerated in 
Vasilev 1983b p. 96). In the other inscriptions the closed e is written with the 
letter 3 if specially noted. Thus bir ’one’ and ber- їо give’ are written in the 
same way. ` 

From the graphotactics of the inscriptions the following conclusions сап 
be drawn for the reconstruction of the vowel system of Eastern Old Turkic: The 
etymological length of the vowels is not marked. The existence of the closed e 
is reflected insofar as it is written in many cases with the sign for i, in other 
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cases it is implicitly written with the sign for 2. We can find hints on the labial 
or non labial quality of the non first syllables, but no answer to the question 
whether they were closed (u, ü) or open (o, ö). 


Consonants 

The consonants were written in all cases, and we can only suppose that 
the laryngeal л was not written in the initial position. The original or secondary 
long (originally reduplicated) consonants are in the most cases marked only 
with one consonantal letter (thus ele- ’to incorporate in the realm’ instead of 
elle-, cf. KT E 6 elledük, BK E 7 eledük). In the case of the consonants b, d, e 
y, L n, r, t, and k the script has two series of letters (on the sibilants see later). 
One series can be used only with back vowels (marked with a superscript * in 
the transcription) and the other with front vowels (marked with ?). There is 
seemingly one exception. In back vocalic words letters from the front vocalic 
series occur if there is an i sound after or rarely before them. This reflects two 
different causes. Some suffixes contained originally a front i (as e.g. the posses- 
sive suffix of the 3rd person) and this i has not yet been synharmonized, that is 
it was front vocalic also in back vocalic words. In such cases the preceding or 
following consonant may have been expressed by a letter of the front series. 
The other cause was that the opposition ЁЁ became neutralized and the neutral 
i stood nearer to the front i. 

The rule governing the use of the letters for the sibilants has only gradu- 
ally stabilized itself. The cause of the seemingly chaotic situation which gave 
ground to several hypotheses was that in the other Turkic language from which 
the Orkhon Turks took their script there did not exist a genuine š. The chancel- 
lery of the Orkhon Turks was confronted with two problems, the first was to 
make a difference between s and š and the second was to make a difference 
between their front and back variants. The most simple solution can be seen in 
the Ongin inscription (most probably 720, see Clauson 1957) where only No. 28 
was used for the four consonants sl, 52, š1, 32. In the Toñuquq inscription the 
author(s) decided to use No. 29 for both back s and š and 28 for front s and š. 
In the inscriptions of Kili Zur (724) Kül Теріп (732) and Bilge Карап (735) No. 
29 is used only for back s but No. 27 is used for back and front s and 28 is 
used for front s and front š. In the Uighur inscriptions of Terh (750), Tez 
(752/753), Shine usu (750) and Suji (cca 840) 27 is used for both back s and § 
and 28 for front s and š. We find exactly the same distribution in the Turfan 
manuscripts written in Runic script which shows that the Uighurs took with 
them this script to the South after their defeat in 840 by the Kirghiz. In the 
Yenisei inscriptions a new sign appears, No 30 (the enumeration of the inscrip- 
tions where this letter is used see in Vasilev 1983b 133, 135). In a few cases we 
find this letter also in the Turfan texts but it is clear that it could not become a 
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stable part of the system. The letter 30 was mainly used for front vocalic s 
while back vocalic s and $ are written mostly with No. 27 and front vocalic š 
with No. 28 (see Róna-Tas 1987 9). The analysis of the usage of the signs for 
sibilants shows that the variegated usage of the signs is due to the uncertainty 
of the orthography and not to some phonetical reasons of whatever origin (as 
was supposed, e.g. by Tenishev 1976). 

Thomsen (1896) mentioned the possibility that the letter for d may have 
denoted a fricative, and later this became the most common opinion. We shall 
come back later to this question, here we shall consider only those features 
which are connected with Runic script. In this script there are signs which 
denote two consonants, namely it (or Id), nt (or nd), and né (or nj). Since in 
the same text we find in KT E 29 Кіт and in BK E 24 K'iltim it has been 
concluded that the sign 37 had the value /t. In this case we have to do with the 
suffix -di and it is remarkable why the dental of this suffix became voiceless 
immediately after the sonorant I; this would be a kind of dissimilation. Johan- 
son (1979) wrote a monograph on this question dealing with all earlier opinions 
and concluded that the basic opposition in Old Turkic was not unvoiced:voiced 
but tense:lax and stop:fricative, thus the letters г and € denoted stops in this 
position while the letters for d a fricative: ; 





(Johanson 1979, 90) 


which has to be read: the Runic letters «t!» and «t^» ("T") represented the 
phone [t], the phone [D] a voiceless lax stop and the phone [d] a voiced lax 
stop. While the letters d! and d^ ("D") represented the fricative phone [5], [D], 
[d] and [Š] were allophones of the phoneme /d/. 

After І the d had a stop quality and therefore it was denoted by f. Jo- 
hanson's reasoning is very ingenious and in some questions of detail, such as 
e.g. the assumption that the disappearance of the final reduced vowels was just 
in its last phase, (on which see later) he seems to be right. His final conclusions 
are, however, not fully convincing. The consonants L n, r are all continuants, 
thus if an original fricative, as Johanson supposes the d was, came into contact 
with a continuant and then became a stop this is also a kind of dissimilation, 
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since all fricatives are continuants. This has been explicitly claimed by Johanson 
(1979 32). If the consonant after the continuant was originally a stop (as they 
were in the examples cited by Johanson) it can be understood why it remained 
a stop. But if it was a fricative it is not clear why it became a stop. Thus it 
seems to be more likely that the d was originally a stop, but later it became a 
fricative and the stop quality was preserved after L n, r and also d. It is further 
not clear why the script has no global sign for the cluster rt but has such a 
letter for nc. This latter global sign is the more interesting, since we can ex- 
clude here an etymological j sound. In any case the appearance of the global 
signs 37, 38 marks very probably a Sogdian influence (supposed also by Johan- 
son 1979 36, 37), where a stop d existed only after п and perhaps after /, r. It is 
of relevance, that the global signs 37, 38, 39 have no back and front pairs. This 
means that they are not from the same phase of the history of the ETRS as the 
second members of the paired letters. The letters 37, 38 and 39 are most prob- 
ably from a later time as the second letters of the pairs. It is further remark- 
able that z has only one letter and originally, as we have seen, also š had one. 
Thus we can risk the hypothesis that the letters 2, š / nt and nc are from the 
period when the script was adapted to the needs of a common Turkic language. 
This was the period (and language) when and where the stop /d/ begun to 
change into a fricative. In this case the inner reconstruction of the history of 
the system of the orthography of Runic Turkic can be used as a source for the 
history of the Old Turkic consonants. 


THE SOURCES IN BRAHMI SCRIPT 


Historical background _ 

The name Brahmi refers to the Indian origin of the script. The spread 
of Buddhism into Central Asia begun very early (see p. 47- above). During the 
Kushan Period (middle of the 1st century AD - 320) missionary activity in- 
creased and priests brought Sanskrit texts through Bactria to the Western oases 
of what was later called Turkestan. They converted the local people and devel- 
oped a new Buddhist culture. The monks imported Buddhist texts written in 
Sanskrit from India and Afghanistan. In the Kushan Period the difference be- 
tween the various scripts used in North India was not so great and therefore it 
is not easy to sort out the places of their origin. This changed in the time of 
the Gupta dynasty (320-535) and later, because the difference in type of script 
used in the various centres grew. Life in the Buddhist communities of Turkes- 
tan was vividly reported by Chinese travellers, Fa-hsien (399-414) crossed Cen- 
tral Asia and reached India from where he returned via Ceylon by sea. Chi- 
meng (404-424) travelled through Central Asia and visited Pataliputra, the 
centre of the Gupta Empire. He went back by the same route through Central 
Asia. The local priests employed Sanskrit script, first for copying the holy 
Buddhist texts in Sanskrit and later also for the rendering of their translation 
into the local languages. Later on this local Sanskrit script or Brahmi was used 
also for other purposes. Step by step they changed Brahmi script, adapted it to 
the needs of the local languages and thus the various types of Central Asiatic 
Brahmi emerged. The various locai scripts can be divided into two groups. In 
the North Tocharian Brabmi was mainly used and in the South Khotanese 
Brahmi. As we shall see the problem of Northern Brahmi is more complex. 


Tocharian and Tocharian Brahmi 

Tocharian is the name of the language or the languages which were 
spoken in the Northwestern part of Eastern Turkestan. The name Tocharian 
itself was for a long time debated. We have an early Uighur Buddhist text, the 
Maitreyasamiti-Nataka (see S. Tekin 1980), in which it is explicitly mentioned 
that the work was translated from the Tocharian into Turkic (tozri tilintin ... 
türkčä äwirmis). On the other hand we find a people in Baktria which was 
called Tocharian by several Greek, Old Indian and Chinese sources and which 
spoke an Iranian language in contrast to the Tocharians in Turkestan who 
spoke a non-Iranian Indo-European language of the centum-type. 

The distinction between the centum and satem types of Indo-European languages is based 
on the representation for the word "hundred' in these languages. Latin had centum (pronounced 


kenturn) and c.g, the English hundred developed also from a form with k-. Tocharian had кдте. In 
the satem group of languages the palatalized initial IE k- became s- as in Old Indic satam, Avestan 
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Sat@n, Middle Persian sad or Russian sto. Khotanese had sata and the satem-form was borrowed 
by the Finno-Ugrian languages (scc Finnish sata, Hungarian száz 'hundred"). 


The discussion about the question of who the "real" Tocharians were 
flared up after Vorobjev-Desjatovskij published in 1958 a Sanskrit-Tocharian 
bilingual text in which the Sanskrit name tokharika was rendered in the Tochar- 
ian B language as kucanne isthake (see Thomas 1985 15-17 with bibliography). 
By this it was proved that the language of Kucha, the Kuchean language was 
also called Tocharian. The only problem that remains is that we do not know 
yet which of the two groups: the speakers of the centum language in Turkestan ` 
or the speakers of the Iranian language in Baktria-Tocharistan originally bore 
the name, and which adopted it from the other. But we are entitled to call 
Tocharian the language spoken in the Northwest of Eastern Turkestan. We 
dispose of Tocharian texts from the 6th-8th centuries. 

Tocharian has two separate dialects, which stand so far from each other 
that some authors speak of two Tocharian languages. Tocharian A is also called 
East Tocharian and was spoken in the oases of Turfan and Karashahr. Tochar- 
ian B or West Tocharian was spoken in and around Kucha, hence it is also 
called Kuchean. Some texts written in Tocharian B reached the territory of 
Tocharian A. It has also been argued that Tocharian A was a purely liturgical 
language in the monasteries of the East (Lane 1967 122) but this has been 
questioned by Thomas (1985 127). Within West Tocharian a special group can 
be defined, a dialect which is mainly characterized by the texts found in the 
caves of Ming-ói Qizil (MQ) West of Kucha. According to some scholars the 
language of the Ming-ói caves is a separate Tocharian language, the name 
Tocharian C has been also suggested. Most of the preserved Tocharian texts 
are Buddhist texts translated from Sanskrit, but in West Tocharian we have also 
original Buddhist texts, colophons, letters, poems, drafts and exercises. 

The Tocharian Brahmi script is demonstrated on Table II after Krause 
and Thomas 1960. To this chart we have to add some remarks which may be of 
importance for Turkologists. 

In square brackets [ ] are those letters which were added by the Tochar- 
ians to the original Brahmi. Most of these letters are underlined in the tran- 
scription. This means that they had to be read with ¿ instead of the "inherent" 
a, that is ka has to be read as kd. The notation à after these letters is, however, 
misleading in our case, because it is used for the notation of a vowel that is 
unstable in Tocharian. It became under stress a in West Tocharian, otherwise 
in certain positions it appears as i both in West and East Tocharian and disap- 
pears in open syllables in East Tocharian and in open not accented syllables in 
West Tocharian. These letters occur also in Turkic texts but the "inherent" 
vowel is, as we shall see, not à. The Tocharians used also an additional set of 
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letters which were used only in transcribing foreign words, mainly Sanskrit ones. 
Those letters which were used only for foreign words are in parentheses (). 

The Tocharians played an important role in the conversion of the Turks 
to Buddhism. Their role also can be followed up by the Sanskrit loanwords a 
large group of which came to Uighur via Tocharian. After a time the Tochar- 
ians begun also to use the Brahmi script in their missionary work. Most of our 
Turkic texts written in Northern Brahmi script are wordlists, terminological 
glossaries, where the Sanskrit originals and their "Turkic" equivalents are given, 
the latter in Brahmi script. 

There does exist a very good bibliographical introduction to Tocharian 
studies written by W. Thomas (1985) on the literature published between 1960 
and 1984. This book is also a good point of departure for earlier literature if 
one overlooks some personal biases. Thomas stated that many problems con- 
nected with paleography and graphotactics are yet unsolved. The works of 
Sander (1968, 1983) can be used to good profit. A series of published and 
unpublished papers of Hitch (1981, 1983, 1984, 1989, 1987 forthcoming disser- 
tation unpublished) raised interesting problems, but his original claim that 
Brahmi was first used for Turkic and only later for Tocharian and the Saka of 
Tumshuq cannot be accepted as he himself seems to realize it. He later sug- 
gested that the Manichean script had a key role. Realizing the difficulties 
involved he turned to Bactrian (1987). Very interesting and important material 
can be found in the paper of Couvreur (1965) where he collected writing exer- 
cises in Brahmi. Thomas wrote in accordance with Isbaert (1983 35): “Die 
Kontroverse in der heutigen Forschung wurzelt natiirlich darin, dass die tochari- 
sche Schrift ihrer Entstehung nach auf die indische zurückzuführen ist, ohne 
dass bisher gelungen ist, genau festzustellen, welche phonetische Substanz die 
Vokale der Brahmi-Zeichen im Tocharischen haben" (1985 33). This situation 
is complicated by some incertitudes in Tocharian phonology. For the next 
period the monograph of Windekens (Bd. I 1976 phonology and wordlist with 
etymological data) will be the point of departure, which together with the 
detailed bibliography and critical remarks of Thomas (1985, 26-56) on divergent 
opinions, enables us to get a good overview. Without going into details it is 
clear that the problems of Tocharian phonology and those of the Turkic texts 
are interdependent. 


Northern Saka or Tumshugese 

Saka dialects were spoken not only in Khotan (see below) but also in the 
Northwestern parts of Turkestan. One of these dialects was mentioned in the 
second half of the 11th century by Mahmud al- Kashgri (see below) as Kanjak, 
and this name also occurs in Old Tibetan sources written as Ga-jag (read 
kanjak) meaning 'the people of Kashghar (speaking Saka)’. NE of Kashghar a 
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Saka community lived around the present-day Maralbashi or Barchuq. The 
most important texts written in this Saka dialect were found around Tumshuq, 
near Maralbashi. Therefore this dialect was called Maralbashi, Barchuq or 
Tumshug(ese) causing a certain confusion in the literature. Near to Tumshuq at 
Toquz Sarai Pelliot found a text which he handed over to Sten Konow who 
then had already published eight texts from Tumshuq. The text found by Pelliot 
turned out to be the Karmavacana and was written in a less complicated 
Brahmi showing almost no influence of Tocharian Brahmi script and reflect- 
ing an older stage of the history of Northern Saka. The language of the Pelliot 
text was called by Gercenberg (1981), who misunderstood a statement by Bailey 
(1958 130, 147), Murtug (Saka). In fact one text which shows similarities with 
later Tumshugese was found in Murtuq, but this is not the text of Pelliot (P 
140). Beside these texts three more were published by Bailey (1960) and a 
further three by Emmerick (1971), thus uptill now fifteen texts represent Tum- 
shugese. It seems to be proper to distinguish Old Tumshugese (the text of 
Pelliot 140 on which see the latest publication of Emmerick 1985 with bibliog- 
raphy) and Late Tumshuqese. Late Tumshuqese used Tocharian Brahmi with 
some additions. E 

Old Tumshugese Brahmi (Pelliot 140) has only the diacritic sign double 
dots on the aksara and the radicals r and L The New Tumshugese Brahmi 
script was first analyzed by Konow (1935, 1947) and recently reanalyzed by 
Hitch (1981), who made later corrections to his proposals (upublished manu- 
script dated 9th September 1986). Unfortunately we find no material for Tum- 
shugese Brahmi in the works of Sander (1968, 1983). We know about a work | 
which she began on Saka Brahmi but which has not yet been finished and 
published. Konow (1935) used for his analysis an aksara chart from the same 
region (Maralbashi TIV M 58). On one side of the partly damaged leaf there 
were three lines of a Brahmi alphabet. The first two lines contained the usual 
Sanskrit radicals, while in the third line the new signs were written: ka, ta, na, 
ma, $a, sa, sa, wa and ra: 
l.iuurrlleaio.. 
2..4а tha da dha na : ta tha [da dha na:] pa pha ba... 
3...ka ta na ma £a sa sa wa ra: (1) 2 [3] 4 
Hitch (1981 61) agreed with Konow that this represents the Tocharian B alpha- 
bet. On the opposite side of the leaf twelve previously unknown letters were 
found. Konow (1935, 1947) tried to interpret their value but Hitch reinterpreted 
them. The new interpretation of Hitch is, with some exceptions, acceptable. 
The "new signs" are the following (see Appendix I): 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 


za ga =2 ża ria kha da = =7 ба dza ха 
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Hitch correctly stated that No. 3 was a variant of No. 2, No. 8 a variant 
of No. 4 and No. 9 a variant of No. 7. Hitch claimed that No. 3 was an upside 
down form of No. 4. The letters Nos. 2, 3 denote g. This sign was interpreted 
by Clauson (1962 95) as formed from an r with a subscript second r. This is 
improbable. No. 2 has the same horizontal line as diacritic which we find in dza 
and which is added in ma, sa. The letter No. 11 dza is za + diacritic bar or 
horizontal line. In an additional remark dated 9th September 1986 Hitch has 
identified No. 5 instead of la as rra, but it is clearly the ligature rla (see Sander 
1968 Table 38 one but last line 6th and 7th squares). No. 6 is in fact, as Hitch 
corrected himself, neither za (so also Bailey 1958 137) nor khu but kha, and 
No. 10 is neither yw nor su but simply £a. With these we get a list of the fol- 
lowing "new" Tumshugese letters: «za» «ga», «Za», «da», «día» and 
<xsa>. As we shall see that these additional letters are the same which are 
used for Turkic Brahmi, only the "Turkic" letter «qa» is lacking here and and 
we find the Tumshuqese <xša> (in front of the Khotanese ksa) which does not 
seem to occur in Turkic Brahmi. 

More difficult is the reconstruction of the phonological system of Tum- 
shuqese. Emmerick in his two papers on the phonology of the vowel system 
(1979) and the consonant system (1981) has dealt only with Old and New 
Khotanese, as did Gercenberg (1965, 1981). In his last paper оп Tumshugese 
Emmerick (1985) mainly investigated grammatical problems and referred to 
phonological ones only occasionally. Thus we have to rely in most cases on 
Bailey's remarks in the Handbuch der Orientalistik (Bailey 1958). He stated for 
New Tumshugese: "The Brahmi script has been enriched with signs to express 
Iranian sounds for which Khotanese used two letters. Here ts was used, but new 
signs were available for dz (Khot js), z (Khot ys), Z, z, yš and for d beside f, 
and d for 8" (Bailey 1958 149). From the material one has the impression that 
the Late Tumshugese letter d denoted a stop with inherent d. This can be seen 
e.g. in the word 'law' which is written in Early Tumshugese (where there was 
no letter d) as data- (P 140, K 1.7, 5.8, 10.4), but in late Tumshugese as dadä- 
(dadä-) as we have dudär 'daughter' and pidär ’father’. On the relationship 
between Tumshugese and Tocharian see recently the remarks of von Hinüber 
(1988). 


Turkic texts in Northern Brahmi 


Earlier Studies 

In 1904 H. Sténner published a paper on Central Asiatic texts in San- 
skrit found at Idiqut Shahri. As an appendix he added 14 lines of a Turkic text 
written in Brahmi. The published 14 lines were only a part of the 40 line text. 
The Stönner-text was discussed by Lewiczki (1936) and by Bailey (1938). Some 
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places of Turkic texts written in Brahmi were cited by F. W. K. Müller. A. von 
Gabain gave a short introduction to Turkic in Brahmi script in her Alttiirkische 
Grammatik (1941, second ed. 1950, third edition 1974). In this book she gave a 
facsimile of a part of text I (lines 1-6) with a transcription. A few, preliminary 
remarks on Turkic in Brahmi script can be read in her paper on Old Turkic 
"Schrifttum" (1948). 'The first publication of Turkic texts in Brahmi appeared 
only in 1954, as volume VIII of the Türkische Turfan-Texte by A. von Gabain. 
She wrote that from the approximately 100 fragments only those published are 
of interest, the rest offer almost nothing which can be identified with certainty. 
This book contains 15 texts which are indicated by the letters A to P, three are 
from Sängim (A, C, I), two from Khocho (E, K), one from Yarkhoto (M) and 
the rest from Murtuq. Unfortunately only the facsimile of text C is added 
entirely as well as lines 9-16 of text F and lines 10-18 of text G. In the quoted 
paper of Stónner lines 25-38 of the text D have been publisbed. Concerning the 
technique of the edition A. von Gabain wrote : "Auf ausdrücklichen Wunsch 
von Geheimrat Lüders wird jeweils in einer obersten Zeile der Text genau so 
abgedruckt, wie er im Mss. steht, d. h. in Aksaras abgeteilt. Das dürfte die 
Kritik an der vorgeschlagenen Worteinteilung erleichtern und eine klaren 
Eindruck vom ursprünglichen Schriftbild geben" (Gabain 1954 4). This was an 
excellent idea and helps in the control of those texts where we are not able to 
check the original. It does, however, not substitute the original. Unfortunately 
text D was not available for A. von Gabain when she prepared her book for 
publication and thus this text is published only in the linear, normal transcrip- 
tion. G. Clauson devoted a chapter in his book published in 1962 to texts in 
Brahmi script. Though this is rarely cited, it seems to have exerted a great 
influence on the opinion about Brahmi Turkic. Clauson returned to the ques- 
tion of the Brahmi transcriptions in a paper written in 1967. Maue and Róhr- 
born published a text in 1976 (with additional remarks in 1978). L. Johanson 
tried to group the Brahmi text according to the transcription of the Old Turkic 
dentals in 1979, to which Maue added important remarks in 1983. The repre- 
sentation of the gutturals in Brahmi Turkic was dealt with by Maue in 1984. 
The dissertation of Maue in which he dealt with the Brahmi Turkic texts re- 
mained unpublished but is cited by several scholars (?1982, henceforth to be 
cited as Maue s.a.). Maue mentions a Sogdian bilingual text (Mz 639) written in 
the same Brahmi as the Uighur and the Saka texts. In his unpublished disser- 
tation already mentioned Hitch has investigated the Turkic Brahmi in connec- 
tion with the complex problem of Central Asiatic Brahmi (1981). Some of his 
results were published (1983, 1984, 1987, 1989), other remained unpublished 
(corrections to 1981, a paper read in 1987 Bloomington). P. Zieme, in a paper 
read in 1979 and published 1984, dealt with a broader question, namely the use 
of Brahmi by the Uighurs to render glosses or retranscribe originally Sanskrit 
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words. Referring to Bazin (1974 see below) he expressed his doubts on the 
hitherto accepted early dating of the Brahmi Turkic texts. From the works of 
Maue (1983, 1984 and unpublished) we learn that there do exist some hitherto 
unpublished texts which he is going to publish. 

Neither the inventory of the letters nor the orthography or the grapho- 
tactics are uniform. Johanson (1979) and Maue (1984) tried to find groups of 
texts in which common orthographic rules can be observed. But this is not the 
case. One can find some predominant tendencies in certain manuscripts and we 
can perhaps speak of certain "orthographical isoglosses". This is of importance 
insofar as we can state that no uniform Brahmi Turkic orthography existed. 

Text P from Murtuq contains fragments of a calendar. Bazin(1974) 
investigated this calendar and came to the conclusion: "Il ne fait donc aucun 
doute que le fragment de calendrier uygur en caractéres brahmi publié par A. 
von Gabain (MM 73-76) vaut pour l'anné 1277 (-1278) du calendrier sino- 
uygur" (Bazin 1974 449). Maue (s.a. XLIV) carefully rechecked the argumenta- 
tion of Bazin and did not find it convincing in all details. He can accept a 
dating of the calendar between 936 and 1494 but there is surely one piece (Mz 
813 unpublished) which is from the Mongolian period, i.e. after 1209 and others 
may be later as well (see Zieme 1984). 

One can agree with Maue that the Brahmi Turkic texts have to be 
dated between the 9th and the 13th centuries, I would even dare to suggest the 
10th century as post quem date. He is surely also right when he assumes that 
the texts connected with Tocharian materials (bilinguals, etc.) are earlier, those 
which have only Uighur script parts are later. The use of Brahmi could have 
been continued until the region lost its Buddhist character. 


The texts = 

Maue (s.a.) distinguished four groups of Turkic texts written in Brahmi: 
1. Sanskrit-Uighur bilingual texts 
2. Uighur texts in Brahmi 
3. Turkic texts written in Uighur script with Brahmi glosses ` 
4. Turkic texts written in Uighur script with inserted Brahmi words. 

According to Maue there do exist roughly 79 fragments or units, of 
which 57 are bilinguals, (published 18 fragments = 9 texts), 14 Uighur texts in 
Brahmi (published 8 fragments = 7 texts + 1), 7 manuscripts with Brahmi 
glosses and one manuscript with Brahmi words inserted (see on this the paper 
of Zieme 1984). The already published texts with their Decke of origin and new 
numerations: 
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Gabain Place of or- Mainz numbers acc. to Maue 
1954 igin 
Letter 
LA Sängim 680+681+683 (bilingual) 
2.B Xoto 328 (bilingual) ° 
3. C Sšngim 642 (bilingual) 
4. D Xoco 718 (bilingual published only in linear trans- 
literation) 
5.E Xoto 132634 +636 + 833 +834 (bilingual) 
6. F Murtuq 626 (bilingual) 
7. G Murtuq 645 +646 +836+ 837 (bilingual) 
8.H Murtuq 836 (bilingual) 
9.1 Sángim 1874 209 (Uighur, Maue: bilingual) 
10.K Murtuq or 632 (Uighur) 
Idiqutshahri 
11. L Xoco 614 (Uighur) 
12. M Yarxoto original dissapeared (Uighur) 
13. N Xoto 614 (Uighur) 
14.0 Murtuq 641 (Uighur) 
15. P Murtuq 633 (Uighur) 
16. M-R Sängim 629 (bilingual) published by Maue and Röhr- 


born (1976, 1978) 
Two further fragments from Ming-ói Kizil have been discussed by Maue (Diss, 
s.a. pp CXIII, CXIV) with the original numbers MIK IH 417 and MIK III 419. 


The paleographical origins 

After the pioneering works of Hoernle, F. W. Thomas, Lüders and 
others, Lore Sander (1968) summarized the results of earlier and her own 
studies on the paleography of the Central Asiatic Buddhist texts written in 
Sanskrit. She distinguished the earlier (3rd-4th cent) and the later (4th-5th 
cent.) Gupta-type alphabets. In the 6th century a new type of Gupta script was 
introduced, which was independent of the simultaneous Gilgit/Bamiyan type. 
The earliest Sanskrit texts in East Turkestan were written with the Gupta-type 
of Turkestan (column q). This Turkestan Gupta was replaced by Early Turkestan 
Brahmi (cols r, s). The earliest Turkestan Mss were written in this type of 
script. The Early Turkestan Brahmi developed in the North, among the Toch- 
arians and the Northern Sakas and in the South in and around Khotan in diver- 
gent ways. In the North, North Turkestan Brahmi developed fully in the 7th 
century into two subtypes (cols t and u). As we shall see the alphabet under 
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col. t is the very one which became the standard Tocharian type. Туре u is 
somewhat later, and according to Maue (s.a.) became the basis for writing 
Turkic. South Turkestan Brahmi (col v) served the Khotanese monks. All these 
occurred with Sanskrit texts. In the case of the adaptation of Brahmi to the 
needs of the local languages new letters and graphotactic devices were needed 
and partly introduced. Some of the original letters became superfluous, other 
changed their value, and/or were transformed, acquired diacritical additions. 
All this of course did not occur on a "classical" Sanskrit basis, but departed 
from a kind of pronunciation which is usually called Late Hybrid Sanskrit. In 
Appendix II I reproduce the tables 29-40 from Sander’s book. 


The new signs 

We are confronted with two questions, what the value of the "old" or 
original letters was and what the value and origin of the new signs were. Both 
Hitch (1981 59) and Maue (s.a. XXVIII) tried to visualize the distribution of 
the new signs. I give a third table: 
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Maue writes : "In welcher Sonderschrift die in M, S und U verwendeten Son- 
derzeichen primár sind, lásst sich zwingend nicht nachweisen. Doch spricht der 
Typus der graphischen Gestaltung der Zeichen No. 1-9, wofür es keinen An- 
schluss an Normalzeichen der Brahmi gibt, sowie die Verwendung im Ense- 
mble ausschliesslich in M, dafür, dass M der gebende Part ist" (Maue s.a. 
XXXII-XXXIII). The opinion of Maue that the origin of the new signs 1-9 can 
not be connected with the "normal" Brahmi signs is rather doubtful and is im- 
possible to substantiate. The contrary is easy to demonstrate: 


No. 1. A rla is an original r and a subscript ~ / that is rl 

No. 2. P kha is a normal Brahmi kha, its cursive type 

No. 3. ys £a is the normal Brahmi £a, its cursive type 

No. 4. £ dza is the "new" sign za (No 6) with the vertical bar (though in its 
extant form is so far different, that the upper part is separate and 


may be concieved as 7 zr). 


No. 5. 9 x3a is the normal Brahmi sa with the lower “foot" which is part 
of many other "new letters". 


No. 


No. 


No. 


No. 


10. 


13. 


14. 


N 


с^ 


gH 5 Y 


. СӘ 


. & 


No. 20. & 
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wa is the older Brahmi o, while the new o 5 is o+a, i.e. long o 
(Hitch 1981). According to Maue it would denote a labiodental v 
which is rather problematical. 

kä seems to me to be a truncated cha turned through 90° 


ra is Brahmi r of the "type a" (Sanders col t) and the lower part 
is the ligature form of r, i.e. here we have zr. 


là old Brahmi 1 (cf. Krause-Thomas 7 &) 
tà is normal Brahmi dha redefined 

pä is normal Brahmi ba redefined 

та is Brahmi ba + vertical stroke 

$à is No. 18 turned upside down 

50 is a truncated Brahmi cha 

sà is Brahmi tha and a slanting stroke 


nà is No 14 with a cross added. 


To Nos 21-27 I shall return when dealing with the Turkic Brahmi. 


No. 28. $ qa is Brahmi ka and the vertical bar. 


No. 29. "e hka is a ligature of ha and ka. 


Thus we are left with four letters, Nos. 6, 7, 8 and 9, the graphical origin 


of which is yet unclear. These letters are common, and only common to Uighur, 
Sogdian and Murtuq. This has been duly recognized by Hitch and he is also 
right when he remarks that though it would be logically possible for different 
groups to have created different signs, and then later to have exchanged their 
respective inventions, this is far less likely than invention and unidirectional 
borrowing (Hitch 1981 81). Maue (s.a. XXXII) remarks that Nos. 11 and 12 are 
in M not used as vowelless consonantal final signs as they are in S and U. 
"Dadurch ist Einfluss von S und/oder U auf M und versa vice in diesem Be- 
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reich auszuschliessen" (s.a. XXXII). I don’t see this argument as compulsive. 
Since No. 4 is a derivative of No. 6, i.e. the letter for [dz] is derived from a 
letter for [z] (either with the diacritical bar or with the subscript r) and with 
this the direction of the transfer of the writing is given, M is at the end of the 
line, the only open question is whether M took the writing system from U or S. 
The solution of this problem depends on the relationship between U and S. For 
the time being this question is open. | 


The transcription 


General remarks 

Before we go into the details of the Northern Brahmi transcription of 
Turkic, we have to discuss some basic problems of the use of Northern 
Brahmi script. As we have seen all consonantal letters have an "inherent" 
vowel, i.e. they have to be read either with a or with 2 as Ca or Cà if the vowel 
is not marked otherwise. Vowels other than a and á are marked with diacritical 
signs. In the Sanskrit alphabet there existed originally the following vowel signs: 
a, i, i, u, u, e, ai, o, au and the vocalic laterals 5 r, [ | were also marked by 
secondary signs. To this was added the vowel sign for à. Thus e.g. a syllable ka 
was written by a simple letter k a syllable ka with a letter k and the additional 
sign for long z. Now a syllable kä could have been written in two different 
ways. Either it was written with the new sign E and thus it was automatically 
read as kä or they wrote a "normal" k and added the diacritic à. We have once 
more to remind the reader that à does not render the Turkic /ä/. 


Graphotactics and transcription 

In Brahmi script the basic graphotactic rule was the rule which aimed 
at building up an aksara, i.e. a complex of consonants and a syllabic vowel, 
monophthong or diphthong which could be read unambigously. If one wanted 
to write a simple syllable containing a consonant and one of the two vowels a 
or à one had only to write the consonant, the vowel being "inherent" was auto- 
matically read after the consonant. If the consonant was followed by any other 
vowel than a or à, a diacritic sign was put above or below the consonantal 
letter. This means that the vowel sign was not written after the consonant, but 
"joined" to it because it was considered a modification of the otherwise existing 
"inherent" vowel. Whether the diacritic sign was put above or below the conso- 
nant was regulated by tradition. The diacritics for i, e, ai, o and ä were written 
above, the diacritics for u, r, and Í were written beneath. With these rules all 
syllables of the type CV could be written. If the vowel was long, a diacritic sign 
was added in most cases above, to the rirht of the consonant. Thus in the case 
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of the type Ca or Cà only the sign of length was added e.g. ka 2 . If the long 
vowel was other than /a/ and /ä/ the vowel diacritic and the sign of length was 
written. Thus e.g. the syllable ko became ko by adding the sign of vowel length: 
$ «ko» E «ko». In case of i the diacritic sign of i and the sign of length co- 
alesced and on the surface a graphemic opposition appeared of <i> : <i>, as 
eg. in the case of “р «ki» and E «ki». The Indian scripts, such as e.g. 
Devanagari rendered Sanskrit i and # with signs independent of i and u. 

In the case of a syllable of the type VC the diacritical signs could not 
have been used because they rendered only vowels after a consonant. In such a 
case independent vowel signs were used. The following vowels were represented 
by separate signs: a, i, и, e, o, ai, au, r, 1. The length was marked by adding the 
diacritics to the vowel sign, thus e.g. & «a» and 9 <a>. In case of á- an 
<a> was written with the two diacritic dots above: ${ «à». The practice of 
considering <a> as a sign with the "basic" vowel inherent [a] and modifying it 
with a diacritic for another vowel meant that an initial vowel o- could be writ- 
ten not only with the separate sign for <o> but also with <a> and the diacrit- 
ical o. Thus a syllable of the type oCV could be written in two ways, either by 
writing the independent o and then the consonant or writing the independent 
sign for a, the diacritic 0 above it and then the consonant as in the following 
examples: гур <oka> о? «a'ka». 

The graphotactic way of rendering initial vowels with a basic a- and 
diacritic sign gradually spread in Turkestan and the u- was the last vowel in the 
case of which the independent vowel sign other than «a-» was used. We 
understand the rendering of the. Turkic vowels only if we can keep in mind this 
practice. The Tibetan transcription system was also based on this type of writ- 
ing. 

In her work A. von Gabain wrote: "Wenn auf die engen Vokale š i und 
u ein einzelner Konsonant und danach der gleiche Vokal (idil-, ici, iki, ilin-, itig; 
uluy, ulus, umuy) oder aber der Vokal a (ïyač ulati, uyat-, upasi, upasanc) 
folgt, ist diese Lautverbindung idi usw. in den hier veröffentlichten Texten 
zuweilen in einem einzigen Aksara geschrieben worden. Es erscheint hier also 
zuweilen iti Ima qi, ici nda...". She wonders whether in such cases the writing 
indicates a weak pronunciation of the initial vowel. We have to exclude this 
possibility. As we have seen above, graphotactically the basic vowel signs were 
treated as basic ie. consonantal signs. First they wrote an independent i sign 
then beneath the i-sign a f and above this unit perceived as ап aksara a diacrit- ` 
ic i. Thus we find e.g. iti Ima qi plo -r which we have to read idilmagqi bolor. 

The new signs for r and / i.e. the / and r were used for the syllabic r and 
1. According to Gabain (1954 4) they denoted la and ra Therefore she tran- 
scribed words written as a r g as arg or tom | r g as tomlarey being шїү and 
tonlari y. Two dots above an aksara without the curved stroke to the left denot- 
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ed, according to Gabain, a reduced vowel (Gabain: Murmelvokal). This kind of 
notation occurs only in positions where we would expect an i-sound as in such 
words as: a yi ga tl g for ayiy atliy, and Hitch is right when he claims that this 
kind of writing denoted back vocalic í (and not a reduced vowel). 

In the case of the syllables of the type CVC the problem of the final 
consonant had to be solved, since all consonantal signs had to be read with a 
vowel after the consonant. For this purpose Sanskrit orthography used the 
socalled virama sign. Turkestan Brahmi and especially Tocharian Brahmi had 
this virama sign, it was put on the left upper part of the letter and bent to the 
left. In some of the Mss the vowelless quality was marked by an added dot 
above (similar to the Jezma and Sukun of the Arabic script, a small circle 
developed from the letter Jim). It is of special importance that in Tocharian 
and in Turkic Brahmi the vowelless final consonants were overwhelmingly ren- 
dered with the "new signs" having the inherent "à". This becames understand- 
able if we keep in mind that this vowel disappeared in certain positions in 
Tocharian. The Turks, as we shall see, extended this to all new signs, also to 
those which had an inherent a. Thus e.g. a syllable of the type kak was written 
as follows: T8 <kak>. The fact that, if available, the new signs were used to 
render final consonants makes improbable the supposition of Konow that the 
new signs denoted a palatalized variant of the consonant. 

In the Sanskrit system of writing aksaras a special case was when the 
vowel was followed by a nasal consonant. Originally the nasal consonants may 
have belonged to the following syllable, but they began to disappear through 
leaving behind nasalization on the preceding consonant, as e.g. in French. The 
nasalization of a vowel was marked by a special sign: the anusvara. The anus- 
vara is graphically a dot above the aksara and in Latin transcription it is tran- 
scribed by an m and a dot beneath: m. After the disappearence of some nasals 
in the pronunciation of Sanskrit, syllables ending in a nasal consonant could 
have been written in different ways. E.g. a Turkic word such as sanliy one 
could write either with a sa, an anusvara on it, then a la and an i on it and ag: 
sam-li-g, AL! 4 or with a sa, a ligature nl and an i above it and a g: sa-nli-g 
N . = 

ae Tocharian Brahmi orthography used a special way to indicate a reduced 
vowel or a non syllabic part of a diphthong (see Krause-Thomas 1960 40). In 
such cases it was permitted to write two vowel signs on one aksara. Thus e.g. 
the Tocharian word näno ’again’ was written in the following way: two ns were 
written beneath each other and the vowel signs for à and o were written above, 
or they wrote the new sign n, then beneath the normal n and above the diacrit- 
ic o: nno. This rule we find in the rendering of the reduced vowel of such 
words as bisiy ripe’ which is written as pSi-g or bilig ‘knowledge’ which is writ- 
ten as bli-g. This type of transcription is very interesting, because it shows that 
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there existed reduced vowels in the Turkic language and that the word accent 
was on the last syllable. 

A syllable of the type C,C,V also caused problems, because after a con- 
sonantal sign a vowel had to be pronunced. If this was not the case a graphic 
convention was used. If. between the two consonants there was no vowel they 
were written in ligature, i.e. the second was written (in most cases) beaneath 
the first. Thus we find the rule that if two consonants are written after each 
other horizontally (linear writing) a vowel has to be read between them, if they 
are written vertically there has to be read only one vowel after the consonant 
written at the bottom of the group. This entailed that some frequently used 
letters had special ligature forms, forms which were used only if they were 
written beneath the preceding letter. Such a letter frequently used in Turkic 
transcriptions is<yaywhich had in Tocharian Brahmi the form: 20 (< UJ < 
LU ). Its ligature form was earlier like D and later LX (where L] denotes 
the consonantal cluster). Other letters also developed their lipature variants. 

In the case of a syllable like -/so- the writing practice was to write la, 
beneath sa and above the diacritic o. In the space this made the impression 
that since the o-sign was above the succession was o-I-s, but this was not the 
case, and the vowel has always to be read as the last: 34 . 

Most of the vowel diacritics are written above the aksara, only u, r and I 
were written beneath. The u-diacritic had different shapes under different 
consonant letters ranging from D to Г or Г} (see the tables 33, 34 of 
Sander). The result was that in cases such as CCu or CCCu the u-diacritic be- 
came more and more obscured. If the syllable had e.g. a long u vowel the u- 

diacritic was written below, but the marker of the length on the right upper 
side of the aksara, e.g. Eu. B5 

We can understand the representation of Turkic sounds in Northern 
Brahmi only if we take into account the pecularities of the Tocharian usage of 
the old and new letters. This points to the fact that the Turks used a type of 
Northern Brahmi script and graphotactical rules to which they added a few 
more for their own purposes. 


The representation of the Turkic vowels 

Since Tocharian Brahmi had the possibility to express the vowels a, i, u, 
e, o, whatever their exact phonetic value may have been, the major challenge 
was to find a solution for the rendering of the front vowels. The graphotactic 
solution was taken over from Sogdian-Uighur script. In Uighur script a yod is 
placed after a waw if one would like to express an 6 or ü. This usage goes back 
to the Sogdian writing system. In Turkic Brahmi a subscript ya was used for 
this purpose. This subscript ya had, however, no inherent a, since the aksara 
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under which it was placed already had another vowel indicated. Either the 

letter beneath which the subscript ya was written was itself an independent 

vowel sign, or if it was a consonantal sign, the consonant and the subscript ya 

together had a vowel, either the inherent a, or another vowel written with a 
diacritic sign. 

E.g. u was written as X, and if ya was written beneath, it became graphi- 
cally xr <uya> read: ü, or o was 2 and ifa subscript ya was added d 
<oya> should be read as 6. This is the same graphotactical solution as Uighur 
WY with the additional advantage that since waw had two values its yodicized 
form also had two values, while in Brahmi o became ó and u became ü. 

If o or u was in postconsonantal position the procedure was the follow- 
ing: e.g. ka р became ko T. with the diacritic sign of o ~ . If a subscript ya was 
added ç it had to be read as kó though graphically <kyo> was written. The 
idea behind this procedure was that the aksara originally denoting ko was modi- 
fied by the subscript ya to kó. In the case of the syllable ku I the subscript ya 
was added and thus it became Èf, Ай. Here we see that the diacritic и had two 
allographs: 21,. Technically the subscript ya followed the consonant and only 
after having written the consonantal cluster was the vowel sign added. Intended 
was, however to write the aksara without the subscript ya and then to modify it 
by adding a ya. The essence of this technique modelled on Uighur was well 
observed by Gabain (1964 7) but misunderstood by Maue (s.a. CXII) where he 
writes: "Dort [in Uighur] folgt der Palatalitátsmarker Y dem Vokal in der 
Brahmi geht er voraus." In the cases with all vowels except u this is even not 
necessarily true technically. This device had no models in Tocharian or in 
Tumshugese, since both had the sequence Cy, such as ky, ny, py, etc., where, as 
far as I could observe the subscript ya had no influence on the vowel of the 
aksara. On the other hand Turkic did not have the cluster Cy and thus the 
subscript ya was used only as a modifier. 

Brahmi Turkic had two options to render an E-sound. The first was to 
use the independent sign «e» D or the diacritic «e» Û if it occurred in 
postconsonantal position. The other way of expressing an E-sound was to use 
the independent letter for a and modify it with a subscipt ya $y. Both proce- 
dures occur in all of the published and controllable texts. The two procedures 
could have been contaminated. In some of the texts we find independent e with 
a subscript ya Air . This was transcribed by Gabain with a double dotted ë only 
for the sake of keeping the two graphical units apart. Thus A is e, ZI is graphi- 
cally eya in the transciption of Gabain ё, and Gris aya in the transcription à. 
The combination of e and subscript ya is practically not used after consonants. 
The hapax kér written as khyer (D 15) is most probably a loanword or a scribal 
error. We find it once in fösäsär written with tye (K 1) and once in yigirme 
written with mye (H 8) and perhaps in one or two other cases where I could 
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not check the original. Therefore, until the opposite is proved I consider these 
ey writings as orthographically redundant whithout any phonetic value. We 
remain confronted with the question whether the writings e and á render a 
phonological opposition and, if yes, which values have to be attached to the two 
types of writing. . 

The notation is not always consistenent. We find the same words with 
two different writings elt- (0:10) and ält- (F:9) чо carry’ or äfit- чо hear’ (H:10) 
but ešet- (A passim, D:19) and the passive eštil- (H:10). Nevertheless in the 
overwhelming majority of cases we find à where we expect an open ¿ and e or 
ё is written where we expect a closed e. Thus the verb är- "to be’ occurs in the 
material in about 90 cases and only once is it written with e (e-rsye-r M:12), 
twice with ey- (ётір E:19, O:2, the first reading is uncertain). In all the remain- 
ing places we have ä or d. On the other hand the word bes уе’ occurs in 
three texts (H, L, K) 14 times and always with e, te- ’to say’ occurs more than 
30 times always with e (once ey: K:1) while fängri 31 times only with à or d. In 
non first syllables e stands in most cases after e of the first syllable also in cases 
where we would expect otherwise i as in eleg 'king' (C:1 cf. H:2 elig) or the 
above eSet- о hear’ instead of äsit-. Thus we can conclude that the scribes 
considered й a counterpart of a and not identical with e. This à, as has been 
long ago supposed, denoted the open and e the closed E sound. The hyperur- 
ban writing of e with a subscript ya has no significance in the reconstruction of 
the Old Turkic vowel system. 

For rendering the vowel ó in a few texts (consequently only in I, once in 
H:4) in initial and only in initial position we find the independent letter o + ya 
+ diacritic o, while in all other texts and cases we find only the independent o 
and the subscript ya і.е. we have in the first case Q( <oyo> in the second 
<oya>. Gabain rendered this graphic pecularity with 6 but she remarked: "Um 
diese Schreibung in der Umschrift von der sonst üblichen Schreibung oya zu 
unterscheiden, wählte ich dafür 6; ich glaube aber nicht, dass phonetisch etwas 
anderes als oya=6 der anderen Handschriften gemeint ist" (1954 60, already so 
in 1950 12&). She is undoubtedly right, but the transcription is misleading, so 
e.g. even Clauson (1972) marks this б as a long vowel. 

While the <oyo> writing for 6 seems to be an exception in front of the 
<oya> writing, the case is different with Z. Here the writing <uya> is the 
exception if it existed at all and the normal writing is <uyu>. Since the graphi- 
cal difference between initial <uya-> апа <uyu->-5f, was minimal a thor- 
ough rechecking of the originals is needed. It is, however, very likely that the 
picture will not esentially change. This can be inferred from the fact that in 
postconsonantal position we find the same if it is written in the so called liason 
writing (see below), and the inital ë is only graphically in initial position. I 
think that the uyu writing has no phonetical reasons. It may perhaps be due to 
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the slow change of Tocharian Brahmi towards using as the independent initial 
vowel signs only z and u (and to denote all other vowels with diacritics on one 
of them), thus the letter u became a general sign for all labials and it had to be 
specified as front with the subscript ya and as closed with the subscript u. 

The Brahmi had one type of representation for the I-sounds, the inde- 
pendent <i> and the diacritic <i>. This means that it had no original letters 
to differentiate between the front and the back i-s. It would have been theoreti- 
cally possible to use the i-signs to denote the back i and to denote the front į 
with one of the i signs and to add a subscript ya, but since in Tocharian (and 
also in Northern Saka) the i sound was a front vowel this procedure would have 
been unusual. This can be seen in such cases as ilinfürtäcilär ’those who let 
themselves to be caught’ which was written i-lim-tyu-rtya-Ci-lya-r (А:14). In this 
case none of the i-sounds have been marked by a subscript ya while all other 
vowels have. There was only one consonant which got a subscript ya if it was 
followed by a front i and this was in some Mss the consonant I (see Maue s.a. 
LIV). This may have been due to the special phonetic pecularities of the I 
sound. The almost consistent lack of the iy(a) notion, or as it can be otherwise 
expressed: the absence of the marking of the opposition of the front and the 
back i may have had phonetical, or even phonological reasons. One is entitled 
to suppose that the opposition of the front and the back i sounds was in the 
process of disappearing. In most phonetical positions the phonetic difference 
between the two i-sounds became minimal, or it disappeared. Thus the í sounds 
in the words tidi y "hindrance' (ti-ti-g G:18, ti-dhi-g O:1 “tidiy) and titig mud’ (ti- 
thi-k 1:7 *titig) may have been slightly different, but were not felt as such and 
therefore not noted. The opposition of the front and back i sounds did not 
suddenly and at the same time disappear in all positions. There remained a 
restricted number of positions where the opposition had not yet vanished. In 
these cases the monks had more possibilities to render the back vocalic 7. The 
first was the type of writing with the double dots or with the special letters for 
L, r. As we have seen A. von Gabain suggested that some graphotactical devices 
would have rendered a kind of schwa (Murmelvokal). Such devices would be 
the new signs г and 1 which she always transcribes as re and Ja and the double 
dot on the non final consonants, such as e.g. š ass, Dh- as pha etc. This was 
not accepted by Hitch (1981), who claimed that these kinds of writings denoted 
back vocalic i, i.e we have to read ri, Ië si, phi etc. If we exclude foreign words 
such as cixsapad (with č- three times, as ča- twice and with ji once) or simnu 
(š twice, £ once) this kind of vowel notion occurs only after г and ! or before 
velar stops, always in back vocalic words in most cases in the final syllable in 
positions where we would expect а back vocalic ï. Thus it is very likely that 
Hitch is right insofar that this kind of writing denoted a: preserved back vocalic 
ї under special phonetical conditions. Against the supposition that we have to 
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do here with a schwa one also can argue with the fact that in most cases it 
occurs in the last syllable, where under stress the existence of a secondary 
schwa is very unlikely. But the monks also had other devices to render the back 
vocalic i. In some texts they wrote a diacritic e in place of Turkic 7 as in Text I 
sawegla- for sawigla-, or used only the inherent a, such as e.g. ya gla g for 
yayliy in the same text. The preservation of the back vocalic i was due to the 
specific phonetical environment. The special kind of / and the influence of the 
gutturals could have been cumulative, and thus special transcriptions appeared. 
Both Мапе and Hitch remarked on the special writing of the -liy suffix (with L 
Ir or the former with the double dots above) which was due to this special 
phonetic environment. 

Brahmi was able to render long vowels by a diacritic sign. If one col- 
lects the notations of vowel length in the Brahmi Turkic texts it becomes clear 
that the Turkic etymological length was not marked. A word such as bes ’five’ 
occurs 14 times and always with short vowel though it had an etymological 
length, or baš 'head' is twice written with short and six times with long a though 
it had an etymologically short vowel. On the other hand we find examples such 
as at 'name' seven times with long and once with short a, ay ’moon’ twice with 
short and nine times with long a, or taš 'stone' twice with short and 22 times 
with long a (all in text L), where all three words have etymologically long 
vowels. It is very instructive that the final vowel of belgü "sien" (3 times) is 
never long while the final vowel of bilgä wise’ is long in all the 15 occurrences. 
One has the impression that the etymological length was in the process of 
disappearing. It has been preserved to a higher degree in open syllables and 
with the open vowels a, à, to a lesser degree in closed syllables and with the 
closed vowels, more frequently before the laterals -r, -/ and before the gutturals. 
Long u never occurs after q-. The distribution is the following: 


*only in lieson writing 


*only in text A 
**rarely in the texts I, P 
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m ae = J 


This distribution shows that the rechecking of the originals is badly 
needed. But basically the Brahmi long vowels do not reflect etymological 
lengths. The less so since we find them not only in cases where the vowel had 
no etymologycal length but also in cases where in polysyllabic words more 
vowels are written with a length marker. The length markers were used to 
render prosodic length. 








The representation of the Turkic consonants 

The Brahmi alphabet was very rich in consonantal letters. The stop and 
affricate series had letters for voiceless unaspirated, voiceless aspirated, voiced 
unaspirated and voiced aspirated. E.g. in the labial series p, ph, b, bh. To these 
the new signs were added, in most cases to render the final consonants which 
had no inherent vowel, i.e. postconsonantal vowel. Beside the use of the origi- 
nal Sanskrit letters and the new ones there was a third possibility to denote a 
consonant. This device was used in Southern Khotanese Brahmi, but some 
schools in the North also experimented with it. The original ғ became d in 
Khotanese thus the original letter for t denoted d as well. For a secondary or 
foreign f they used a duplicated f, (<tt>) that is two ts written beneath each 
other. It was generally, however, considered that the consonantal letters were 
used in a more or less random way and "...it would be rash to draw any infer- 
ences from them regarding the consonantal structure except perhaps in regard 
to the pronunciation of the post-palatal g" - as Clauson suggested (1962 96). 

The opinion of Clauson was more or less accepted until recent years. It 
was only Johanson and Maue who tried to find some regularities in the seem- 
ingly capricious writing. (But see Maue sa LIX "Ich möchte eher mit einer 
spielerischen Ausniitzung des graphischen Uberhangs des Skt.-Alphabets rech- 
nen" in connection with the labials). That the use of the consonantal letters was 
not random can be shown by the example of the labials. Though Brahmi had 
the four letters p, ph, b, bh to which the "new sign" pä (in fact an "old" ba) was 
added which was used with a superposed dot and the virama stroke to the left 
as final, the Turkic sound p was always written with a letter p (once we find ph 
in C:15 qapiy). In genuine Turkic words an intervocalic -b- is always written 
with -w- (Maue:v). Exceptions such as tviggam for tabisqan only show that the b 
was already spirant. 
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We find the general picture that Turkic consonantal phonemes were 
written in most cases with one consonantal letter. There exist some manuscripts 
which show a different usage and in some cases we find variants. The divergen- 
cies do, however, help us to reconstruct the phonetical pecularities of the Old 
Turkic phonemes. A good example for the situation is the rendering of the 
initial b-. As a rule it is transcribed with p-. In the manuscripts Е, H and I we 
find as a rule bh-. The manuscript K has in most cases ph-. The writing with b- 
is relatively rare, but occurs in the most frequent words such as bilig, bilge, bas, 
beš. The word burxan is always written with b-, and in the two manuscripts 
where we find also p- (A, E) it occurs together with forms written with b-. This 
indicates that it was not only the orthographical usage of Brahmi which influ- 
enced the writing, but also the originals which they copied. 

Maue investigated the rendering of the gutturals in a paper published in 
1984 (see also Maue s.a.). One can so far accept his results that in a certain 
group of manuscripts (I, K, M and unpublished Mss) the grapheme <k> was 
used in the same way as Keph was used in Uighur script, i.e. for fronted /k/ 
and /g/. On the other hand the velar q is in text I written with <q> but in the 
others with <hk>, <hq> and only in special cases with <hkh>. This points to 
a very deep guttural pronunciation where the [k] was pronunced at the place 
were the guttural /x/ or even the laringeal /h/ may have been pronounced. But 
I do not see any forceful argument to consider these transcriptions as evidence 
for the spirantisation of the velar <k>. It is very difficult to judge why we find 
in text D for palatal /k/ in most cases <kh> (here we do not have the aksara 
transcription), it can, however, not be a mere chance that the word kir 'dirt, 
filth’ is written with <kh> even in such Mss (A, C, E) which otherwise write 
only <k->. The transcription khgi rli e lya ri nci p (kirliglär incip E:48) undoubt- 
edly points to the Uighur original, which was written as kkirliglär. 

In some cases we find <h> for velar g. Maue correctly remarked that 
this type of transciption occurs in most cases before L before sibilants and in 
intervocalic position. It is, however, disturbing and not mentioned by Maue, that 
if in intervocalic position, these h-writings occur in many cases before i. If the 
h-writing were a simple rendering of the spirant character of the g, one would 
expect it first between two identical vowels as in o yol (for o yul) which is in fact 
written twice as ohol in text E. From the fact that the A-writings occur in the 
overwhelming majority of cases in back vocalic words it can be concluded that 
the spirantisation began in back vocalic words, in special phonetical environ- 
ments and the letter «h» denoted perhaps a slightly palatalized /x'/-. 

The most problematical is the letter transcribed by Gabain with Fraktur 
£ (and sometimes by others with gamma). It surely denoted a voiced sound. In 
some texts (I, K, M and unpublished Mss) it stands only for the voiced velar 
sound, in others also for the voiced palatal g. 
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The distribution of the letters denoting gutturals according to Maue (s.a. 
LX) 





This does not support the assumption that the letter g would originally have 
denoted a fricative guttural. This is even not forceful in the texts where this 
letter was used only in back vocalic words (Maue's Model II). But we cannot 
wholly exclude that in some cases the g-writing also denoted a fricative. The 
letter x was not used in virama position, that is in absolut final position and 
thus only the letter g could have been used. But if the writing offered a possi- 
bility to avoid the virama writing of h, it was written as in quwra yt y which was 
written qu ита hi g(u) in C:5. It seems to me that g was the letter gà and there- 
fore I transcribe it consistently as underlined g. 

Johanson (1979) and Maue (1983, s.a.) have dealt with the graphic 
representation of the dental phonemes. Johanson tried to single out the Mss 
which used the new grapheme “L which was transcribed by Gabain as <ê > 
and called in the literature "delta". Maue seems to be right in stating that the 
writing usage of doubling г as tt and the writing nd do not show a direct Khot- 
anese influence in Turkic Brahmi, they reflect Tocharian influence which itself 
used this in Sanskrit words. Important is the remark of Maue that the new f 
sign, used in most cases in final position, is graphically the old dh sign and thus 
the transliteration can be confused. Though many of the results of Maue seem 
to be correct, the basic conclusion of Johanson, namely that the Turkic lan- 
guage reflected by the Brahmi transcription did not have a spirant d, seems to 
remain valid.The representations are according to Maue: 

[t] is written by «t»,«tt», «th» (in a few cases <d>) 

[d] is written by «dh», «d» (only in nd), "delta", «t». 

The key to the question is Tocharian where no voiced dental stop exist- 
ed. The Indo-European voiced dentals d, dh became t (if not affricates, see 
Windekens 1976 I 79-84, Thomas 1985 48-51; also th became f) and therefore 
the letters «th», «d», «dh» were not used at all, except in transcribing 
Sanskrit (or other foreign) words. The letter «t» denoted the Tocharian pho- 
neme /t/ which had also voiced allophones therefore it could have been used 
to denote Turkic d. Since "delta" was used in some Mss for the dental conso- 
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nant which never became a spirant (or later y) such as e.g. the suffix -di, one 
has the impression that if "delta" denoted any special phonetic variant, it was 
perhaps a (more) palatalized variant. In almost half of the cases quoted by 
Maue (1983 Table I) "delta" occurs before or after i. It is further interesting 
that the second greatest group has an r before "delta" and in the third group, 
though "delta" does not occur after r, there is an r in the word. Whatever could 
have been the phonetic value of the "delta", it functions as dä, and its consistent 
transcription will be underlined d. 

There exist a few Mss where the letter z does not occur (N, D, P) and 
Turkic z is written with s, in a second group the Turkic z is rendered with the 
new letter z, but this letter is used only as a vowelless final (B, E, M with a 
very few exceptions to be controlled), and in all remaining Mss the new sign is 
used in all positions. This is the more interesting, since this could be how the 
new letters spread in the texts. /z/ is never written as <ys> which confirms 
that there was no Khotanese influence in this writing system. 

The letters for the cerebral sounds were rarely used. An exception is z. 
This is surely connected with the fact that Turkic z is in many cases written 
with й. Before i and c this is the rule in many Mss but there are many cases 
where there could not have occurred any kind of palatalization, as in йот 
"Dharma'. Before d the normal n is usual (and a few cases, such as L 23а 
mofiday seem to be exceptions). Е 

Summing up the conclusions for Turkic, written in Northern Brahmi 
script we can say that for the reconstruction of vocalism it offers great help. It 
makes it possible to differentiate between the closed and open E-sounds, it had 
different means to denote the back vocalic i, it helps in the reconstruction of 
the vocalism of the non first syllables, where it could differentiate between o 
and u an 6 and ü, resp. It reflects such changes as the beginning of the neutral- 
isation of the opposition of the back and front i, it does not render (at least 
consistently) etymological length but denoted prosodical length etc. In the case 
of consonants a gradual spirantization can be observed in the case of the voiced 
stops. The *b was spirantized in non initial position, there are signs of the 
beginning of the spirantization of the voiced velar guttural stop in back vocalic 
words and no signs for denoting the spirantization of the voiced dental. 


Khotanese Saka and Khotanese Brahmi 

Khotan is a settlement in Turkestan that was conquered by the Saka 
tribes perhaps in the first centuries B.C. The Iranian population came into close 
contact with the Buddhist culture spread by monks from India in the third 
century A.D., but sporadic contacts can be traced with both India and China in 
earlier times as well. The later legends that Khotan may have been founded in 
the times of the son of Ashoka (3rd century B.C.) have not yet been proved. 
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These legends were recounted already in the biography of Hsüan Tsang, in the Turkic translation 
of which we read (Sa 2-8, ed. Tugusheva 1980,17): 


öngrä bo Odon ulus kiši- Earlier this Khotan country 
siz quruy ärkän Vajtirvani-i was peopleless and empty. V. 
mqaraé munta orna y tutmiš maharaja occupied this place 
ardi : дауи ödün in the time 

Aoki-i elig qan when the Empéror Ashoka's 
oyli Kunali tegin D(a)kšaš son Kunali tegin was ruler 

el baliq-ta Байа bagi ärkän... of the country of Taksasila... 


In later centuries Khotan became an important centre where Buddhism 
flourished and which was visited by monks from China and used as a refuge by 
monks from North India. We do not know when contacts between the Khotan- 
ese and the Turks began, but they became closer when the Uighurs became 
Buddhists and moved to the South after 840. The Moslem Turks from Kashghar 
conquered Khotan shortly after 1000, and put an end to this interesting culture. 
(See most recently Mayer 1990.) 

The Khotanese language or Khotanese Saka belongs to the eastern 
group of the Iranian languages. Hercenberg (Gercenberg 1981) and others 
distinguish two phases in the history of Khotanese Saka, Early Khotanese and 
Late Khotanese. Early Khotanese served for a time as a literary language and 
existed together with the "vulgar" Late Khotanese. We know of several Saka 
dialects. Northern Saka, i.e. Tumshugese, and Känjäk in and around Kashghar 
has been mentioned above (p. 65-). Some words are known from the so-called 
Indo-Saka, the language of the Saka tribes that conquered North India, A 
special dialect is the Kroraina-dialect once spoken to the east of Khotan. There 
exist Kroraina words in Kroraina-Prakrit texts. 

Khotanese was written in Brahmi script. In the Turkic translation of the 
biography of Hsiien Tsang we read about the writing of the people in Khotan: 
4b:7 iki bitigi iraq-ta [:8] ünütkük üz-ikin ayirlayur-lar [:9] yayug-ta öz üZ-ik- 
lärin [:10] tutar : öz iiz-ik-lari yma [:11] änätkäk-Cäsig 6k drip (Tugusheva 1980 
16). "They have two writings. In the distance they respect the Indian letters, at 
home they keep their own letters, but their own letters are very similar to those 
Indian ones". According to Sander (1968 column v in her work) the so called 
Southern Turkestan Brahmi was used in Khotan. The script was not homoge- 
neous, there existed a rather official and a more cursive type. The phonetical 
evaluation of the script is hampered by several facts. Most of the texts are 
Buddhist texts and here the writing of the Sanskrit original and the actual 
pronunciation of the word cannot always be separated. The early Khotanese 
orthography was in use for a long time after the Late Khotanese pronunciation 
had become standard. 

As to the Khotanese language the following peculiarities may be of 
importance for the evaluation of the Turkic material: The stops /b/, /g/ and 
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/d/ became fricatives but the letters, <b>, <g> and <d> were used to render 
them. However in words of foreign origin and in some allophonic positions 
stops occurred and this caused inconsistencies. The situation was even more 
obscured when in Late Khotanese the fricatives in intervocalic position disap- 
peared via a guttural fricative but they were often still written. Since earlier 
voiceless stops, such as /t/ became voiced, the letter <t> was used to denote 
/d/, to render an unvoiced /t/ a double letter <tt> was introduced. On the 
other hand <gg> denoted the stop /g/. For the transcription of Turkic it is 
important that /z/ was written with the combination <ys>. The cerebral <d> 
denoted a retroflex /d/, as the latest investigations of Emmerick show (personal 
communication). It occurs for Turkic /1/ after or before /i/. With the exception 
of a few old texts the older voiced sibilants became devoiced and therefore they 
wrote the voiceless sibilants with double «ss» and «$$» and the simple 
letters <s> and <$> were used for foreign voiced sibilants. In Late Khotanese 
these changed and simple sibilant letters were also used to. render unvoiced 
sibilants. 


The letter <h> denoted a laryngeal spirant. If a colon like ‘dinctitical 
sign was added, it served to render the Turkic g, both velar and palatal. In most 
cases it also got a hook, which is transcribed with a half circle below the letter, 

h:. (On the details see later). The anusvara is either a dot or a hook above the 
uus the latter is very similar to a short i. 

The system of writing the vowels was essentially the same as in Tochar- 
ian or Tumshugese. The independent vowel signs were reduced to a and u 
(with perhaps rare exceptions for ai). Here we also find a vowel which is tran- 
scribed by d. This à was a reduced vowel, and its graphic rendering cannot 
always be clearly distinguished from i. Seemingly in Khotanese only open sylla- 
bles existed. If they had to transcribe a final consonant, in most of the cases 
they added this 2, which may already have in fact disappeared in Late Khotan- 
ese in unstressed word finals. If à was not added, an a was automatically read. 
In Late Khotanese the long <a> had the phonetic value of o; thus Turkic /o/ 
was written with long «a». 

The reconstruction of the Khotanese phonological system is a field 
where only a few scholars are working. Two texts have evoked a broader inter- 
est. The first is the so-called Staél-Holstein Scroll (see below) and the other a 
Chinese text written in Khotanese Brahmi. This latter text, earlier studied by 
F. W. Thomas, Bailey and Csongor is now going to be edited by Emmerick and 
Pulleyblank. A Tibetan text in Khotanese Brahmi twice published by Bailey 
has been reanalyzed by me (presented in Sopron 1987, yet unpublished). 

A good introduction to Khotanese textology was written by Bailey in the 
fourth volume of his Khotanese Texts (Bailey 1979 reprint). A more recent 
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survey can be found in Bailey (1982). For a phonology and the orthographical 
usage the two papers of Emmerick (1979: vocalism, 1981: consonantism) and 
the chapter written by Hercenberg (Gercenberg 1981) in the "Soviet Handbook 
of Iranian linguistics" can be recommended (see also Gercenberg 1965). An 
excellent bibliographical survey has been published by Emmerick (1979a) with 
later additions (1983). _ 

In the two tables No. V, VI we give the Khotanese Brahmi rendering 
of the vowels and the consonants. 


Turkic in Khotanese Brahmi 

The Khotanese documents which contain Turkic words can be divided 
into three groups (see Hovdhaugen 1971): 

1. Official documents with Turkic proper names (personal names, geo- 

graphical names, ethnonyms, titles etc.). 

2. A list of Turkic persons, titles and peoples which can be found in the 

Staél-Holstein Scroll dated to the 9th March 925. 

3. The Turkic word list registered under P(elliot) 2892 (new number). 

This word list contains technical terminology on archery, horse-breeding 

and parts of the body. Following or beneath the Turkic words in some 

cases there occur Khotanese translations. Unfortunately the words are so 
specialized that many of the Khotanese words occur only in this word 
list. 

For a detailed enumeration of the material and bibliography see Hovd- 
haugen (1971), Clauson (1973) and Hamilton (1977). 

Most of the texts were first published by Bailey. The Word list first 
appeared in 1943/47, then it was re-edited in Khotanese Texts vol. III (1945, 
second ed. 1969, reprint 1980). The facsimile was published in 1973 with some 
amendments to the earlier publication. The entire material was collected and 
evaluated from the Turkological point of view by Hovdhaugen (1971). This has 
remained the best publication, though in some details it is now outdated and it 
is difficult to use for somebody who is not acquainted with the Khotanese 
background. In 1973 Clauson published his paper on the Word list, in which he 
suggested a series of corrections to the readings of Hovdhaugen. Unfortunately 
Clauson’s paper is full of printing errors and it is not always clear how Clauson 
read the word because he refers only to the main entry of his Dictionary 
(1972), where the words of the List have not been included. A new edition of 
the Word list is being prepared by me (presented in June 1989, Oslo) in collab- 
oration with R. E. Emmerick. 
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The Staél-Holstein Scroll has a larger bibliography. It was first published 
by F.W. Thomas and Sten Konow in 1929. The most important papers later de- 
voted to the Scroll are by Clauson (1931), Konow (1948), Bailey (1951), Pulley- 
blank (1954) and Hamilton (1958 with further bibliography on p. 116). The 
Khotanese text itself was published for the last time by Bailey (1979 in Khotan- 
ese Texts IV, reprint). 


The representation of the Turkic vowels 

In the first syllable Turkic /a/ is written with independent or inherent 
<a>. The very few exceptions, all written with «à», are problematical, thus 
45. yataq, (the numeration is new and is identical with that found in the new 
edition, see here the Appendix V) until now read as yirzag, but it has to be the 
same word as Kasbgari ya ag, 56. tam yaq until now read tim yaq, 54. art, 60. 
qari, 62. aya. In first syllables Turkic e/ä is always written with «e» the only 
exception is 84. kärgök in non first syllables it is always rendered by <a>. 
Turkic /o/ is written with long <a>, the two exceptions are 33. tomo, where 
the first o is written with «o», the only case of the use of the diacritic «o», 
and 70. boyun written with «au». Turkic /6/ is in most cases written with 
«au», those written with long «a» are 21. kómüldürü y, the very problematical 
32. toli, further 65. köküz, 91. 6 óc. Turkic /u/ is written with long <u>, the 
two exceptions are 10. tutasi which is obscure, and 35. tulun, /ü/ is written with 
long «u» the only real exception is 2. füpi, which is written with short u, 
because 53. ün is very problematical. The front vocalic /i/ is without exception 
written with long «i», while the back vocalic /i/ is written either with short 
<i> as in 6. yr yir yoq, 26. girty, 66. sa irsay or with ai as in 14. yiy or 95. bigin. 


—— Y 








90 A. RÖNA-TAS: AN INTRODUCTION TO TURKOLOGY 


Some regularities can be observed. The opposition of long and short 
vowels is not marked. This is clear from the fact that front /i/ and back /i/ are 
graphically distinguished as short and long <i>. There is no distinction be- 
tween the open and closed e-sounds, <e> is always written in the first and 
<a> is always written in the non-first syllables. In non-first syllables we find 
open and closed labials as well, which corroborates the reality of the picture we 
get from the Uighur texts written in Northern Brahmi. 


The representation of the Turkic consonants 


The consonant /b/ occurs only in word initial position and is always 
written <b>. Turkic /p/ which occurs only in non initial positions is always 
written <p>. Turkic /t/ is consistently written <tt>. Turkic /k/ whether in 
front or in back vocalic words is always written with <k>. A few exceptions 
turned out to be wrong identifications. So 17. Шу is not ilik ’marrow’, but ¿lig 
‘attachment’, 20. emziy is not emzik ‘nipple’, but emzüg ’tip of a saddle-tree on 
front or back’ (Kashgari’s entry was read hitherto as ümzük). In a few cases 
the <h:> writing of a final -k/q seems to render a secondary development in 
the underlying Turkic dialect, as іп 21. kómüldrü y, 66. sinarsay, 86. bayirsoy, cf. 
46. qasiy, where Kashgari has also -y but in most languages and dialects we 
find a a The /g/ in back vocalic words is always written <h:> even in pho- 
netic positions where one may expect a stop allophone as in 5. gap yaq. In front 
vocalic words the /g/ is written in most cases <h:> with the following excep- 
tions of where we find <g>: 11. уйейп, 13. tizgin, 88. yürgäk(?). This raises the 
problem of whether the <h:> writings in fact reflect a fricative as supposed by 
Hovdhaugen (op.cit. 175)? The hook beneath the <h:> is missing in 17., 20. 
21., 25., 44., 48., 64., 66.and 97. for reasons that are not quite clear. It is written 
four times beneath an initial <a> on which diacritical signs were placed (twice 
«e» 20., 59. and twice «au» =à 78., 87.), and once it is used in the dubious- 
33. tomo beneath t and m. One has the impression that these hooks did not 
have a special phonetic value, but denoted only that the complex beneath which 
it was written had some peculiarities not expressed by the writing. This may be 
its function beneath the initial <a>. In Late Khotanese these hooks were 
written under letters denoting syllables which had lost intervocalic consonants. 
It is difficult to suppose that the <h:> writings denoted only the voiced or 
sonorant character of the /g/, since the letter <g> was used as well. Therefore 
we have to suppose that the <h:> writings denoted a fricative, and, if that, a 
voiced one. This is seemingly in contradiction to the material reflected by 
Kashgari, where the /g/ in front vocalic words is denoted by Kaf and Kash- 
gari writes that [g] is denoted by the "thin" (rikka) Kaf, Le with a Kaf which 
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has to be pronounced voiced (cf. DK I 54). In some words (3., 49.) we find a 
secondary 7 in place of у (on the "unstable g" see Hamilton 1977). 

The Turkic /t/ is written without exception as «tt» and /d/ as «d». 
Since in Khotanese «t» denoted the stop [d], and the old /d/ became a fricat- . 
ive denoted by the letter «d», we have to suppose that the «d » denoted a 
fricative dental. Two words seem to be problematical, 71. yoda ’thigh’ and 81. 
bidi ’face’, 71. has in all sources and dialects --, 81. is problematical only if it 
would be bet асе” which is unlikely. 

Interesting are the words with palatalized л, 72. bagafiog, 85. sarqañaq 
"third stomach’, because exactly the same words have in Kashgari’s Divan a 
curious notation which hints at the same feature. The fact that the /1/ is ren- 
dered by «d» before (9., 17., 24., 32., 34.) and after i (17., 24., 51., 61., 90.) 
and only there, points to the fact that the /l/ had a palatalized allophone. 


TURKIC CONSONANTS KHOTANESE BRAHMI LETTERS 
/p/ «p? 
/b/ <b> 
Ju <tt> 

/4/ [5] «d» ` 
/k/ <k> 

/e/ [y] <b: 27; g> 
hm - <m> 
/n/ «n» 
Vi <i> 
№/ «ü» 
/s/ <s> 
/2f <ys, s> 
BI j <&>. 
Г <c> 
hil <y> 
/1/ <r; Ir? 
A/ i «1» 


Oo : <d> 
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THE SOURCES IN TIBETAN SCRIPT 


Historical background 

The Tibetan Empire was founded after a long period of regional consoli- 
dation in the 7th century by the kings of the Yarlung valley. They united sever- 
al petty local chieftains and Tibet entered world history. They occupied great 
parts of Turkestan, West China and the Himalayas. They took part in the great 
battle of the Talas valley on the side of the Arabs against the Chinese, and if 
only for a short time, they occupied the Chinese capital in 763. They concluded 
peace treaties with the Chinese from which the most famous is that of 821/822, 
because the Tibetan and Chinese texts were carved in rock and have remained 
to our days. The Tibetans had contacts with the Turks since the the 7th centu- 
ry. We read in the Kil tegin inscription that the Khans of the first Turkic 
Khanate lead their troops "almost until Tibet" and that at the mourning cere- 
monies of Kül tegin the special envoy of the Tibetan king the Bölön (Tibetan 
blon ’Minister’) was present. Another Old Turkic inscription (at the river Aba- 
kan, Altyn Köl ID mentions that the deceased "because of his virtues has been 
sent to the Khan of the Tibetans". The close contacts with the Turks is reflect- 
ed in several early Tibetan sources, among them the Tibetan Annals and the 
Old Tibetan Chronicle. The Turks (Dru-gu), the Qarluqs (Gar-logs) and the 
Tiirgesh (Dur-gyis) are frequently mentioned in these sources. After the defeat 
of the Uighurs by the Kirghiz (Tib. Gir-kis), the Uighurs of Kocho and Kansu 
came in much closer contact with the Tibetans. Along with the military and 
diplomatic contacts Budhism also linked the two peoples. In 842 there was an 
Anti-Buddhist uprising in Tibet the result of which was the temporary collapse 
of the Tibetan Empire. But in the border areas the Tibetan Buddhist colonies 
lived further. This was also the case in Tunhuang, which was reoccupied by the 
Chinese from the Tibetans in 848, but where the Tibetan community lived and 
worked also later and had close contacs with the Uighurs. 


Old Tibetan literature as a source of the Turkic linguistic history 

Tibetan literature is known from the middle of the 7th century. Impor- 
tant are the great inscriptions in Central Tibet from which the earliest is the 
Zhol-Inscription written in 764 and which have been preserved until our days. 
Though the Annals and the Royal Chronicle had Chinese models, they were not 
only in their content but also much in an independent form. In the military 
governments of East Turkestan official administrative documents, letters and 
other texts were written in Tibetan, and since contacts with the Turks were very 
close many Turkic names, titles, et..uical names etc. can be found in the docu- 
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ments. With the exception of the inscritpions and some excavated documents 
the Tibetan texts found are mostly copies or excerpts, abstracts etc, but even 
they are no later than the 11th century. 

Buddhist literature also began in the 7th century. Most of the texts are 
translations from Sanskrit or Chinese, some from Khotanese. The great activity 
of the translators made it necessary to issue a Royal Edict in 815 which fixed 
the "new rules" for orthography and translation. Also a terminological dictionary 
the Mahavyutpatti was compiled to help the translators. The literary language 
before the Edict is called the "Old language" (skad тїп) while the language 
which already followed the new norms was called the "New language" (skad 
gsar). Some colophones of these Buddhist texts also contain Turkic personal, 
geographical or ethnic names. A few Old Turkic texts have been translated 
from Turkic into Tibetan, or have been thoroughly excerpted as the famous 
Uighur intelligence report (Pelliot tib. 1283). 

However important the various Turkic names, glosses may be, their 
value is only complementary to the Turkic texts written in Tibetan. We know of 
a few fragments from Turfan, some unedited, and a complete text from Tun- 
huang, a cathecism (Pelliot tib. 1292). The three types of material, the glosses 
in Tibetan original texts, the Turkic elements in texts translated from Turkic 
and Turkic texts written in Turkic differ insofar as the latter try to follow a 
more strict system of transcription. 


The Tibetan alphabet and Tibetan orthography 

According to the mediaeval tradition of the Tibetans they had no writing 
before the King Srong-btsan sgam-po.This founder of the Tibetan Empire, who 
died in 649, sent his Minister Thonmi Sambhota to India, and after his return 
the Minister took as a model certain Indian scripts and created the Tibetan 
alphabet. The latest researches have revealed that this tradition is only reliable 
insofar as Tibetan script has its origin in the Central Asian branch of the Bräh- 
mi script. We also know that the formation of the Tibetan script and ortho- 
graphical system went through several stages. 

The Tibetan language typologically belongs to the so called isolating 
monosyllabic languages. The basic unit of the language is the monosyllabic 
word, which can acquire prefixes, infixes and suffixes. All di- or polysyllabic 
words are, or were originally composed of monosyliables. The adaptation of the 
Indic system of writing had to match this structure. The writing is "syllabic" in 
that all consonantal letters have the inherent a if not otherwise indicated. 

In Table VII we give the Tibetan alphabet in the usual Tibetan sequence 
which follows the Indian prototype. In the Latin transcription those letters are 
marked by a + sign which are new and do not originate directly from the Indic 
prototype, which is important for their early phonetical value. <ga> is a turned 
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<kha>, <ka> is a modified <ga>, <da> is a modified <ta>. <da> and 
<ta> are in manuscripts not always clearly distinguishable. The letter <ba> 
denoted originally a [v] and it stood in some early alphabets in place of <wa>, 
but later it has been reinterpreted. The letter «wa» was originally an a-churi 
and beneath a «ba», this became the letter for the spirant, and «ba» was 
placed back in the series of stops. The picture was later complicated by the fact 
that the Tibetan stop /b/ became in certain positions itself [v] and thus the 
letter «b» denoted both the stop and the spirant. In postconsonantal position 

' [v] is written with the subscript «ba» which had a triangular form and was 
called wa-zur. The letters <tsa>, «tsha» and «dza» have been formed from 
«ca», «cha», and «ja» respectively with the small diacritic stroke. The letter 
<zha> was formed from «sha», «za» from «ja». As the latest researches 
have shown (Róna-Tas 1985) the a-chur or the "small a" goes back to the 
Khotanese Brahmi syllabic cluster «ga». 

Though the Tibetan writing developed through several stages in the time 
which is important for the Turkic material it was almost fully developed. Later 
the Tibetans added several new letters to the alphabet to render Sanskrit 
sounds which had no equivalent in the original alphabet. There were also some 
graphotactic devices which were used only for transcribing Sanskrit, but with a 
few exception none of them was necessary for writing Turkic. In the only case, 
where it would have been important, the denotion of vowel length with sub- 
scribed a-chun was not used. 

The letters given in Table VII are the so-called dbu-can letters or letters 
“with head". They got their name because most of the letters have an upper 
horizontal stroke. Already in Old Tibetan times a so called "headless script" 
(dbu-med) was in use, a more informal way of writing, which later reached a 
Stage approaching a type of shorthand. It is in order to mention that the so 
called Phags-pa script of the Yiian Emperor Kubilai was formed after a type of 
the Tibetan script used for seals. 

Tibetan graphotactics used a superscript dot called tseg to mark the 
monosyllabic unit. In the script there are the following possible places: 
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From the given places only the place C, has obligatorily to be filled, 
because if the vowel is the inherent a no vocalic letter is needed. In the Tibet- 
an graphematics C, is called Radical, C, Praescript, C, Superscript, C, Sub- 
script, V Vocal, C, Final and C, Postfinal. From the point of view of phono- 
logical analyzis C, and C, are praeradicals, C, is the radical, C, postradical and 
С; final, C, postfinal. Morphologically the praeradicals are praefixes, the post- 
radical is an infix and the postfinal, and in some cases the final is a suffix. One 
syllable can have only one vocalic element which is either a monophthong or a 
diphthong. The vocalic sign <u> is written beneath the radical or subscript all 
other vowels «0», «e», aud «i» were written above. In Old Tibetan orthog- 
raphy an "inverted" i-sign was also used, on which see later. 

In the position of C, all consonants can occur, but in the other places 
there exist certain well defined constraints. 


The most important tendencies in the history of Tibetan 

; The most important tendency is the simplification of the consonantal 
clusters in the initial and final position. In the so-called non-archaic dialects all 
initial clusters have been simplified to one consonant. The postradical /r/ and 
the radical developed into a cerebral sound (gr-, dr-, br- became t or d respec- 
tively), the postradical /y/ palatalized the radical (ky-, gy-, phy-, by- became c-, 
j- or k^). The original opposition voiced:voicless changed into a-register opposi- 
tion of low:high (pitch). The postfinal -d disappeared early, the --s later, most 
finals also disappeared while they changed the preceding vowel and generated 
a new suprasegmental feature the contour which may be even or falling if the 
syllable was in a stressed position. 

These radical changes began in the Old Tibetan period. On the other 
hand there exist at present so called archaic dialects which have preserved 
many traits from the structure reflected by the script. Besides the very different 
dialectal background the evaluation of the Tibetan material is hampered also 
by the fact that there existed a so called learned monastery reading style which 
was neither identical with the spoken language nor with the letter-by-letter 
reading. From the 13th century on we know that even between the monastery 
reading styles there existed differences, but it is very likely that these differenc- 
es were to in some extent also present earlier. 


Turkic texts in Tibetan Script 

Though Turkic texts written with Tibetan letters had been mentioned 
earlier by P.Pelliot (1921) and others, it was G. Clauson who first dealt with 
some of them. In his book (Clauson 1962) he mentioned four unpublished texts 
the photographs of which he got from F.W. Thomas "...of what he beleived to 
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be the whole collection..". In the first text there are parts of lines 142 to 161 of 
the Sekiz Yiikmek Sutra the text of which in Uighur script was published in 
Türkische Turfantexte VI and this text now bears the Sigla Mainz 329 and was 
quoted by Clauson as SY. The second is a text with the invocation of Boddhi- 
satvas similar to that found in the Altan Yaruq (see Müller 1908), its present 
Sigla is Mainz 712 and it was quoted by Clauson as NK. The third is a short list 
of proper names, some Turkic some Tibetan (Clauson: PN), the fourth is a 
small fragment of a Buddhist text, Mainz 194 (Clauson: Fr). Clauson (1962 97- 
100) gave a list of Turkic words and names to be found in the. four fragments. 
Some mistakes crept into the transcription and the readings. In 1942 when A. 
von Gabain was in Budapest they read together with Ligeti Turkic texts in 
Tibetan transcription. Ligeti got the transcription of two texts from Gabain. In 
a letter of 11 Januray 1961 Gabain quoted from five texts some Turkic words in 
Tibetan transcription. The texts had the following Sigla Mainz 194, Mainz 196, 
Mainz 329, Mainz 619 and Mainz T II Y 35. Ligeti quoted some of these words 
with reference to A. von Gabain in his paper (Ligeti 1961 210-211), unfortu- 
nately in some cases Gabain’s transcription was either inaccurate or it misled 
Ligeti for other reasons. In their paper published in 1984 Maue and Röhrborn 
mentioned 7 fragments which are in the Staatsbibliothek Preussischer Kultur- 
besitz (West Berlin) and add "Sie sind von Clauson: Turkish and Mongolian 
studies, London 1962, S.96-100, in Form einer Wortliste ausgewertet worden" it 
is unclear to them why Hamilton (1981 15) thought that there existed one or 
two Mss in London. By courtesy of the Staatsbibliothek Preussischer Kulturbe- 
sitz (West Berlin) I have photocopies of the following fragments: 


. Mainz 127, TII Y.35 (Second Turfan expedition Yarkhoto) 
. Mainz 194a, 194b Tu.109, Clauson Fr 

Mainz 196, Tu 113 

Mainz 329, Tu 110, Clauson SY 

. Mainz 619, TII. Y.59, Tu 117 ? Clauson PN 

. Mainz 637 

. Mainz 712, Clauson NK 


GENEE 


Mainz 619 in fact consists of two fragments, and in the second only the 
name gut-lug tog-r[i]] is present. Among the proper names quoted from the 
third fragment by Clauson there existed a gut-lug tog-ril, and other names as 
well. It may be that when Thomas's photocopies were made this fragment was 
larger. i 

The most important text is a Buddhist catechism written in the Uighur 
language but in Tibetan script. The text was brought by Pelliot from Tunhuang, 
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got the number Pelliot tib. 1292 and was first quoted by Pelliot in 1921, and on 
some occasions by Ligeti. The facsimile was published in [Macdonald] Spanien 
- Imaeda (II 1979 Table 608). It was dealt with by me in 1983/84 in my lec- 
tures given in Vienna (see Róna-Tas 1985, 355-359) and independently pub- 
lished by Maue and Róhrborn in 1985 and 1986 resp. In 1985 appeared the 
publication of Moriyasu. The text consists of 44 lines, it is written in a good 
readable dbu-med script. The edition of Maue and Róhrborn (M/R) solved 
most of the problems, the transcription needs very few corrections which are of 
minor importance. 


The transcription and representation of Turkic vowels 


у in initial position 

There exists a very good, comprehensive study on Tibetan script and its 
use in transcribing Turkic witten by G. Uray in the vol. HI of Hajdü - Kristé - 
Réna-Tas (1980 95-112). Here we shall sum up the most relevant problems 
concerning the transcription of Turkic with special respect to the text P.1292. 

As we have seen Tibetan script could render five vowels: а, e, i о, and 
u. If these vowels occurred in postconsonantal position a was inherent, that is 
not marked, and the other four were marked by diacritic signs, «e», «i», 
<o>, were written above and <u> beneath the radical The first problem 
arose with the fact that in Old Tibetan there did not exist any syllable with a 
vocalic initial. This was the reason why Tibetan originally did not take over 
from Brahmi any of the independent vocalic signs. Later on when because of 
the transcription of Sanskrit the rendering of a vocalic initial was needed they 
used the so called "great a" or a-chen. The a-chen was the independent «a» of 
Brahmi, but from the fact that in the Tibetan alphabet it stands as the last 
letter (in contrast to the Sanskrit alphabet where it is the first letter) we may 
infer that it had been taken over later and not together with the other letters. 
The a-chen had been used as a consonantal sign insofar that if the vowel was 
not a, the vocalic signs were put above or beneath. This graphotactic usage can 
be observed also in Khotanese Brahmi. The phonetical value of the a-chen 
was a voiceless glottal or laryngeal stop. This we know from the Old Tibetan 
transcriptions of Chinese where a-chen transcribed the so called ying-initial, the 
voiceless glottal stop, in opposition to the yü-initial which was transcribed by 
the a-churi and which was a voiced glottal stop. In the transcription of Turkic 
the a-chen was used to render the smooth vocalic ingress of the vocalic initial. 

The initial a- was transcribed by the simple a-chen, the initial i-, o- and 
u- with the a-chen and the vocalic signs. Somewhat more complicated was the 
situation with the e-sounds. As we have seen Tibetan had a special e-sign, but 
originally the Turkic had two e-sounds, an open à and a closed e. The open à 
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was considered in Brahmi as a front variant to the a-sound and thus written 
with the subscribed ya. This usage was taken over also in the system of the 
Tibetan transcription of Turkic. Accordingly under the a-chen they wrote a 
subscribed <ya>, which is called in Tibetan ya-btags (yata), and thus it became 
an à. The solution is the same as in Brahmi: 





There are a few cases where the initial à was written with an a-chen but 
without the subscribed ya. If we collect these words we see that all words had a 
Kaf in the original Uighur script. The use of the Kaf was a sure indication of 
frontness in the Uighur script unlike in Brahmi. If Turkic äzüg was written as 
"a-(g)zug, or ägsüg as "ag-sug it is clear that the Uighur model was followed. 
This was ап orthographical, formal process. In the case of ümgünürlür the 
pronounciaton was [ämnänürlär] and therefore it was correctly written in Tibet- 
an as "am-nan-nur-lar, Le. without a letter <g>, but in the first syllable the a- 
chen did not gei a subscribed ya because in the Uighur original the word was 
written with a Keph as ämgünürlär and the rule "where there is a Keph the sub- 
scribed ya is not obligatory for expressing the frontness" operated. Tibetan also 
had the sign for <e> and one would have expected that this would be written 
for the closed /e/, while à or a for the open /ä/. It may have been the tenden- 
cy but it was not a rule. The scribe was surely perplexed about the opposition, 
and we find the same word written in two different ways as in the case of 
ämgän-, once as "am-'nan and once as "e-mrian. 

A special problem is connected with the Tibetan i-sign. When the Tibet- 
ans took over the Brahmi script there existed a sign for short i and another 
for the long i. In Tibetan there was no long and short opposition of the i vowel 
and for some reason or other they accepted both, and the graphical opposition 
had no phonetical marker function in the script. The Brahmi sign for long i 
became the standard Tibetan i-sign, but the other, the sign of short i called "the 
inverted i-sign" was ocasionally used as well. The idea of R.A.Miller (1966) that 
the two i-signs were used to denote two i-sounds differentiated by vowel harmo- 
ny, could not be proved. In the earliest texts at our disposal the distribution of 
the two i-signs is only graphical, since they resemble as mirror forms, in certain 
manuscripts it is avoided for two identical signs to occur side by side,(in some 
types of manuscipts this would be very similar to one o-sign). The inverted i- 
sign was used only in Old Tibetan documents and later disappeared. It exists in 
our text, but has no phonetical marker function, it is not used to distinguish 
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front and back i, as can be seen from such example as iki written as SZ, the 
first i written with an "inverted", the second with a normal i-sign: 

The rendering of the Turkic 6 and ü was achieved by writing an a-chen 
then a subscribed <ya> and an <o> or <u> respectively. 

In Appendix VI we compare the independent vocalic letters of Brahmi, 
Manichean, Sogdian, Uighur, Arabic and Tibetan. In the upper part we see the 
independent letters, in the lower part the combinations with which they try to 
transcribe the Turkic vowels in initial position. 


Vowels in nantal position 

Since the Tibetan a-chen is graphotactically considered as a consonantal 
sign the rendering of the vowels in postconsonantal position does not esentially 
differ. The vowels /a/, /i/, /o/ and /u/ are noted as "inherent" or with vowel 
signs. In the case of the front vowels there existed three types of solution. The 
front character was either marked by the subscribed «ya» or in the original a 
Kaf secured the front pronunciation, or the front character was not marked at 
all. In polysyliabic words it was sufficient to mark the first syllable, thus dyag- 
gzin-dur-da-ci = tügzindürdáci, where the "Kaf" in the original would have been 
in itself sufficent, or tyab-pra-mas = täprämäz. 

It caused a problem that in back vocalic words front vocalic i occurred, 
as e.g. in the possessive suffix of the third person after consonants. On the 
other hand the phonetic realization of the back vocalic í was different according 
to its environment. Especially in the vicinity of the guttural consonants or the 
sonorants (r, L n) it still preserved its original back character. This allophone 
needed a special transcription. The Tibetans used the following solutions: 

1. The use of the e-sign: "a-reg = ату, "og-lan-ne = oylani, "oy'i-ga-le = 
oyyali, "a-ge = ayi etc. 
2. Writing as a or a: "a-rag = ariy, yab-pa'r-gag-ke = yapiryagi, 'ad-glag = 
Р atliy etc. . 
3. Writing as а and adding a subscribed ya: ga’-tyag-lan-mag = qatiylan- 
тад, "ad-glyag = айу, yar-lyag-gin = yarli yin etc. 
4. Writing with i (in most cases in words which have q): gir-kin-nin = qir- 

Kinin, za-kin-cin = saqincin etc. or zi-mas = simaz. 

We know that in the present dialects of Turkestan the i-sound in mono- 
or polysyllabic words became neutralized, and this neutral í is phonetically 
nearer to the front i. Such words could get front and/or back vocalic suffixes. 
The beginning of these changes we find in our text: din-Igig = tinliyiy, din-lag, 
dyin-lag = tinliy. Where the alternative writing di- or dyi- shows that the first i 
was perceived as front but the second as back because of the following guttural. 

Table III shows the transcription of the vowels. 
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The functions of the a-chun Е 
The a-churi has as its model the letter <ga> of Khotanese Brahmi 
script, and its function can also be derived from it (see Róna-Tas 1985 259). To 
understand the role played by the a-chun in the transcription of Turkic we have 
to sum up what we know about its functions in the graphotactics of the Old 
Tibetan. It had the following functions: 
1. If it was used as a praeradical and written in the praeradical position it 
denoted a nasal consonant homorgan with the following one, or it was used to 
express a prenasalisation of the consonant. In any case it secured the voiced 
pronunciation of the following consonant whatever its original voicing has been. 
2. If it stood in the radical position it denoted a voiced glottal or laringeal 
fricative consonant. 
3. If it stood after the radical there were three possibilities: 
a. if it was written after the radical it had an orthographical function. In 
cases where the word had a final (and maybe a postfinal) closed by the 
syllable marker dot (tseg) it may have happened that the reading was not 
unambiguous. Thus in the case where, e.g. a <db> was written, this 
could have been read both as dab and dba, because -b was a final per- 
mitted by the orthographical rules and thus it was not clear whether the 
inherent a should or should not be read after the first consonant. In such 
cases if the reading should be bda an a-churi was written after the <b> 
to ensure the reading: dba’. In analogy to this there are some cases 
where the a-churi was written even if there was no ambiguity, as e.g. in 
the case of mtha written as though -th was not permitted as syllable 
final. 
b. If the consonant was followed by a diphthong the second element 
needed a "supporter", and this was the a-churi. Thus in such cases as 
mde'u or тії the u or the second * respectively was written with an a- 
churi, and the vowel sign written in addition. 
c. In the case of the transcription of Sanskrit words the long vowel was 
indicated by writing the a-churi under the radical. This was the rule in 
classical Tibetan, and it was also used in Old Tibetan. In Old Tibetan, 
however, at least in the transcription of a text dated from the 10th cen- 
tury (Hackin 1924) it could have been observed that the a-churi did not . 
denote the etymological length of the Sanskrit word but one has the 
imporession that it denoted a length due to phraseological stress (cf. 
Róna-Tas 1985 349). 
In what now concerns the role of the a-chun in the transcription of 
Turkic we see the following: 
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1. If the a-chun occurs in a place which was considered by the Tibetan grapho- 
tactics as praeradical it served to ensure the voiced feature of the following 
consonant. This is the more interesting, since Turkic /k-/ and /t-/ are written 
in most cases with <g> and <d> respectively, but in none of the cases is the 
initial consonant be it <g>, <k> or <kh> or <d> <t> of <th> preceded 
by an a-chun. On the other hand in the case of such words which are loan- 
words and had a voiced initial they are always written with an a-churi like 
dhyana Sx, dendar 1x, dharma 2x, didimliy 1x without counterexample. Quite 
different is the case with Turkic /b-/. This was been never written with <p> or 
<ph>, exlusively with <b->, and in the overwhelming majority of cases with a- 
chun + b. Where we find an initial <р-> we have a foreign word which was 
pronounced with a voicless [p] as in paramid or purhan. The voiced character is 
indicated in a very few cases with а prescript d-- as in dbyis-ka-le = bicyali. 

The voiced consonants which occur in non initial position are rarely 
written with a prescribed a-chun ("a-'bag in line 20 is obscure) and this also has 
its origin in Tibetan graphotactics. As we have seen the prescribed och 
represented a nasal element. In cases where Tibetan had a disyllabic word 
(originally a composed word) the praeradical nasal element of the second word 
has been preserved even in most modern dialects. Thus a word like Written 
Tibetan dge-'dun is pronounced as [gendun]. Therefore we find the a-chuñ in 
non initial position in such cases as in am-'"riag where the a-churi is the marker 
of the nasal consonant, as can be seen from the parallel forms where the same 
word is written as "e-mriag, and "am-’nag. Both transcribe Turkic ámgük [äm- 
nak]. This nasal occurs also in another type of the cases: the Turkic word 
anda y is written three times with «-n-'d-», three times with <-n-d-> and three 
times with <-n-t->, ičindā is written as "i-cin-'da'. On the other hand ikinti is 
always written with <-n-t-> as is Ksäntipala, Such words as ünfürüp, basintur, 
tügzintür, käntü are written with <-n-d->. It cannot be doubted that the tran- 
scriptions "an-'dag, "i-cin-'dà, den-'da'-rag contain a cluster [nd], and if there had 
not been a drastic change since Runic script was in use, the special Runic sign 
had to denote [nd] and not [nt]. To this we have to add that the cluster -/- is in 
most cases written with <-l-lt> as in altun, altinc, galti. If the cluster nc is not 
in the intervocalic position, then Tibetan could not transcribe it. If it was ren- 
dered somehow, it was always written as <-n-c->. 

In three Turkic words a-churi denotes an initial h-: these are härdi Car- . 
di), härsär ('ar-sar twice, the same word also with a-chen), hol (ol 11 times, four 
times with a-chen) and the enclitic particle hök (temin hök = dye/de-min 'og). 
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The transcription and representation of the Turkic consonants 


As we have seen the voiced character of the initial consonants was 
ensured by writing an a-chun. We know that the originally voiced stops and 
affricates lost their voiced character in many Tibetan dialects and the following 
word got a suprasegmental low pitch while the words with an original unvoiced 
initial got a high pitch. This is a feature characteristic to a large region in East 
Asia and characteristic to all tonal languages there, among them also Chinese. 
Further, for several reasons Tibetan words did not begun with simple (not 
prefixed) nonsapirated unvoiced consonants as t-, k-, p-, č. For these reasons 
the transcription of Turkic /t-/, /k-/ and /&-/ by <d->, <g-> and <j-> does 
not reflect any Turkic feature, its causes have to be found in peculiarities on 
the Tibetan side. The uncertainty of the Tibetan scribe can also be seen in such 
variations as tyeb, dyeb = tep, tyag, dag = täg but never b- = <p->. 

Though as a rule the Turkic initials /t-/ and /k-/ are transcribed by 
Tibetan <d-> and <g-> there is a group of words in which this rule does not 
work and the initials are transcribed by a letter denoting an unvoiced sound. 
Those words pertain to this category in which the second consonant is a tense 
unvoiced consonant (stop or sibilant) in Turkic, such as tutar (thud-tar), tutsar 
(thud-sa), tutmasar (thud-ma-sar), tükel (thu-kal), tükellig (thu-kal-lig), Tisi (ti-Si), 
qutitja (kod-tin-na), kaš (kas), kiši "human being’ (khi-i), kiši woman’ (khri-Si), 
KiSantipale (khi-San-ti-pa-le). There exist a very few exceptions to this rule, such 
as foquz written as do-kos or kätäyin written as gyed-ta-yin. The affricate -č- 
does not seem to pertain to the category as we find for külintä gud-cin-da’, or 
for gaciy ga-cag. It is very likely that the phonetical pecularities of those initials 
which were followed by a consonant of the tense category were different and 
this was perhaps due to either the assimilatory effect of the following consonant 
or this was the original situation which has been preserved only in cases where 
there existed a second tense consonant. A slight aspiration can perhaps be 
supposed in opposition to the strong aspiration of Tibetan kh, th, ph etc. If this 
were true we would make a great step forward in the reconstruction of the Old 
Turkic phonological and phonetical system. We could suppose that in word 
initial position the following phonetical units were present: 
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[d] in foreign words | 
e in foreign words <’g> no example 
<’b> 


[G] 


Ш. UNVOICED TENSE [t] 
DI 
EE DS ee 





It remains unclear whether in category III there was also aspiration and, 
if so, what its phonological relevance was. As regards the tripartite structure the 
situation is very similar to that of Tibetan and Chinese, nevertheless the units 
do not match each other. In Tibetan we have on the graphical level <t>, 
<th>, <d>, but the Turkic system is rendered by <t, th>, <d>, <’d>. In 
Indo-European and in Mongolian we know that between two tense aspirated 
consonants there may have occurred dissimilation. In any case the distributive 
rules between categories II and III may have been the following: ` 


Ju [d] all cases with the exception of where [t] 
[t] if the second consonant is + tense and either + obstruent or + 
sibilant. 


The same may have been true for /k/. 


The transcription of the sibilants reflects an early Tibetan development. 
Both Tibetan /z/ and /Z/ became voiceless at least in the dialects which may 
have played here a role. Therefore it was possible to write the Turkic /s-/ with 
<z-> as in sab written as zab, sögüt written as zu-gud etc., in all cases with one 
exception (sub), We have, however, to put the question why they did not use 
the letter <s>. In the later Tibetan dialects the-difference was in pitch, words 
with initial /z/ had a low, those with /s/ had a high register, with the low 
register a breathy voice coocurred. 
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The transcription of the very few nasal consonants in initial position did 
not cause special problems. The curious Tibetan transcription of mig 'thousand' 
as dmyin is a Tibetan orthographical feature. In the Old Tibetan orthography a 
special category was written with «my-» which later became in Central Tibet 
m-, in the East Tibetan dialects л. The prescribed <d--> was needed to ensure 
the high register category, therefore e.g. Classical Tibetan mig was written in 
Old Tibetan as dmyig. The transcription dm- points to a kind of unvoiced m-. 


C in initial positi 

The transcription of the stops in intervocalic position caused no prob- 
lems as can be seen from the following examples: tágilà = dya-gi-lya’, tükel = 
thu-kal, qaday = ga-dag, qatiylanmag = ga-tyag-lan-mag. If certain consonantal 
clusters were present in the set permitted by Tibetan graphotactical rules the 
Turkic cluster was transcribed accordingly as artogi = "ar-rtog-ke, ötrö = "oy-tro, 
"oyd-tro, "od-tro, where the Turkic -tr- was rendered by the Tibetan tr-. 

In most Tibetan dialects the final consonants disappeared. The first final 
which disappeared was -s. Since we find in our transcription everywhere final -s 
the text must have been written at a time and in a dialect where the final -s 
have not yet disappeared: az = "as, altmiš = "al-(ti)-mis, bes = ‘bes, üzüksüz = 
"u-zug-sus. It would be a possible argument against this hypothesis that the 
scribe copied the Uighur text and therefore wrote a Tibetan <s> on place of 
an Uighur <s> even when the Tibetan -s was not pronounced. But such an 
argument cannot be accepted, because in some cases another writing would 
have been possible as well, e.g. asqanculamasar is written "a-skan-cu-la-ma-sa, 
while kästi is written as gyas-ti. Since there exists a Tibetan pattern sti this could 
have been written as *gya-sti. 

The assumption that the disappearence of the final consonants had not 
yet begun is important if we try to get the answer to the question of why we 
have curious reduplications. Why do we find könül written as kon-nol, eligin "of 
the hand’ as "el-lig-gin, elig ’king’ as ‘el-lig (in this case etymologically correct) 
or ogar as "og-kar? In the last example the final of the first syllable and the 
initial of the second is not the same. But this is due to the Tibetan rules, ac- 
cording to which only <р, d, b, l, s, r, m, n, ñ, °> can occur in final position. 
Therefore we have for ötrü "od-tro, for täprämäz dyab-pra-mas, for qutina kod- 
tin-ria or for yapir yagi yab-pa’r-gag-ke. It is impossible to suppose in all these 
and the similar cases that this transcription reflects a reduplicated or long 
Turkic consonant. The most reasonable answer to this question is that the 
Tibetan scribe had to write closed syllables. This may have happened because 
the vowel of the closed syllable was shorter, and the prosodic shortness was 
rendered with this graphotactical device, since in fact all Tibetan syllables which 
had no consonantal finals have a longer vowel than those which have. What did 
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the Tibetan scribe do when he had to indicate a long consonant, as in the case 
of biitti? One of the possible solutions was that he indicated that the vowel is 
long, and this happened, the word is written as bud-ti with the a-chur under 
the «b». This means tbat the transcription technique could distinguish between 
short and long vowels and between short and long consonants. As we have seen 
above the opposition of the long and the short vowels was not identical with 
the etymological shortness and length, it depended on prosodic reasons. 

There are no direct traces of the fricative pronunciation of the conso- 
nants /d/, /g/ or /b/. The word "ye-vin in line 11 is obscure. The <h> in yu- 
mur-ha-da (for yumurt yada) is due to the combinatory influence of the preced- 
ing [r]. Two cases are of interest. Turkic egid is written as "ey-gil instead of the 
expected and possible *'ey-gid, and we find for yutuz wife’ once yul-tu-zi-na and 
once yul-tus-sin (the -d in the transcription as yuld- is a misprint, Moriyasu ha: 
here the correct reading), where we would have expected yud-tu/z]. These case: 
are perhaps the first signs of the spirantization of the Tibetan final which surely 
preceded its later disappearance. It may be that the transcription of kücsüz as 
gud-sus also belongs here. The word adirmaz is written as "a-drir-mas, this is the 
only possible sign for a fricative character of the Turkic /d/. 

The Turkic word tört is consequently written as dyor i.e. without the final 
-t. This important insofar as it shows that the disappearance of the Tibetan 
postfinal --d or da-drag was complete (not so in Ms Mainz 194). 

The transcription was able to distinguish between the consonant /y/ and 
the semivocalic i element of the diphthongues. For goyin go-yin is written, but 
in the case of äyrig [äirig] the transcription is "ey'i-rig where the first, subscribed 
«ya» only marks the front character of the [e] and the a-churi and «i» de- 
note the semivowel [i]. The accusative of bay [bai], рауѓу is written as ‘ba’i-yag, 
that of či yay [ciyai] as ji-ga’i-yag, where we find not only the rendering of the 
diphthong, but also the graphotactic device to produce a closed syllable. The 
writing «a'i-y-» is the same as the writings <-d-t-> or <-g-k>. 

In the Tibetan writing system we find a subscribed -r which is called ra- 
btags. Originally it was used to denote a postconsonantal r, later the clusters Cr 
developed in most cases into a cerebral diphthong or even monophthong. In 
words such as ötrö (‘yo/"yod/'od)-tro this subscribed r denotes an original post- 
consonantal [r]. But in several cases this subscribed r denoted a special quality 
of the preceding consonant as in: атап = "ar-hrin, cixsabut = chig-ira-bud, 
kiside (or -da? locative of kiši 'womam) = khri-Si-da. In a few other texts we 
find for the back vocalic [q] the writing «gr» as quruy = gru-rug, algo = "al- 
gro etc, see below. ` : 

Some problems were involved in writing. the sibilants in non initial 
position. There were no problems with the sibilants in intervocalic position. 
They were written in most cases with the letter originally denoting voiced 
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sibilants, but we also have examples for the use of unvoiced: бИйзйй = 'oyl-ta- 
Zi-da, üsirkümüz = "ay-zir-ka-mas, and also kisi = khi-Si, tesür = de-sar. The 
final -s caused also no problem as in üstün = 'us-stun, kästi = gyas (or phyas)-ti, 
only in postconsonantal position as in /йгѕ, in line 14 there is tyer-zi but the 
syllable -zi seems to be crossed out; in line 40 only dyar is written. This is 
understandable, because the original Tibetan orthography knew the postfinal --s 
but it was not permitted after -r. It was not permitted to write a final - or -z 
and therefore this Turkic final was rendered by the final -s. We find even for 
islayiirlar "is-slya-yur-lar. The choice was perhaps also influenced by the Uighur 
script where the two final sibilants were distinguished only by diacritical dots. 
The fact that cases such as the rendering of bes "Duve as bes, "bes, bes we have 
not to do with any Turkic phonetical pecularity can be seen in the case of 
beiinc which is written as ’bes-sin, bes-Sin, or tänäs+i+siz with an -š originally 
in final position is transcribed as dyan-na-ši-sis. The suffix -miš is written as - 
mis, both in the deverbal suffix as in ämgänmistä = "em-nan-mis-ta, and the 
ordinal suffix as in altmi$ = "al-ti-mis, in both case a Turkic -š is transcribed by 
the Tibetan -s. 

The voiced Turkic /z/ caused some problems to the Tibetan scribes. The 
Old Tibetan /z/ became early unvoiced therefore its voiced character had to be 
ensured by writing a prescribed consonant which was, however, not pronounced. 
This was the case for uzati = 'u-gza-ti or uzun = 'u-gzun. But seemingly the 
unvoiced pronunciation of <z> was not wholly accomplished in certain non 
initial positions and we find also sezig = ze-zig, fözi = dyo-zyi. The final -2 was 
always written with -s but this is not a Turkic pecularity, the privative suffix is 
always -sis, such words as tuz ’salt’ and #üz ’equal’ are both transcribed as dus 
and this has nothing to do with the also otherwise unlikely hypothesis of 
Shcherbak (1970) that Early Turkic final -s became -z after long vowels. 

A great problem was caused by Turkic c in non initial position. Tibetan 
could not write final -¢ therefore we find for kücsüz gud-sus or for йё 'uys, but 
for ücünc it was possible to write "uys-cun, i.e. to express the first -C- while the 
second had to be omitted. That the latter was a problem of Tibetan transcrip- 
tion and not of Turkic pronunciation can be seen in the case of förtünc(ü) 
which was witten as dyor-tun and dyor-tun-chu resp., and all Turkic -nč finals 
were written with a simple -n as basiné = bas-sin, bešin = bes-šin, saginé = 
za-kin. We may suppose that in some clusters, as Turkic -ct-, -Ck-, -g-, the [©] 
lost its stop component. In the case of bicti = byis-ti, bičyali = dbyis-ka-la it 
has to be kept in mind that in Tibetan syllable-final -č cannot be written. In 
case of yincgä the transcription was yiri-skya, where the 3 is not a mistake (cf. 
Kazakh jiniske, the 7 was also present in Uzbek and some Kipchak languages) 
and the transcription may have rendered something like [yirj$ká] or [yinska]. 
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In three foreign words [z] occur. The word for "Rsi" arzi was written as 
"a-rje, "ar-rje, perhaps under the analogical influence of the Tibetan word sje 
‘lord’, otherwise azun ’existence’ is "a-Zon-(ne) and the voiced pronunciation of 
[z] is secured by a praescript which was not pronunced in the transcription of 
Tusit [toZit] written as do-gzid. 

There are a few cases where the Turkic final -r was not transcribed as in 
ürür = 'a-ru, and mostly in the suffix -sar/ser: barmasar = bar-ma-sa, Casurma- 
sar = ja-Sur-ma-sa etc. but written in füsmäsär, turyumasar. This is a Turkic 
feature. The disappearance of the final -r in Tibetan was surely a later change. 

One Old Tibetan feature is consistently missing, the graphic complex 
<myi>, which we would expect, e.g. in ilami¥ = "is-sla-m[i]s, and in Батпі or 
altmiS. 


On the date of Pelliot tibetain 1292 

Maue and Röhrborn dated this text in the timespan between the 8th and 
10th centuries mainly relying on Taube 1980 and on the analogies which they 
found with the Tibetan text of the Sta&l-Holstein Roll dated 925. 

It is unlikely that we have to do here with a copy, the corrections made 
in the text show that we have to do with an original, autograph version. 

On the Tibetan side we can observe the following: 
1. The oral praeradicals were already in the process of disappearing, d--, g-- and 
b-- had only orthographic functions. The praeradicals s--, r-- and /-- were still 
present as we see from "a-skan-cu-la-ma-sa (asqancumalasar), "og-rla-ma-sa 
(ogrilmasar) and "a-Iko (alqo). On the disappearance of the oral praeradicals 
through fricatives see (Róna-Tas 1966). 
2. The two nasal praeradicals a-churi and m-- became homorgan nasals before 
stops. 
3. The postfinal --d or da-drag had already disappeared. 
4. The final consonants, including -s, were all pronounced, perhaps -d had 
begun its spirantization. 
5. There are no traces of the Old Tibetan orthographical myi where later in 
classical orthography we find mi. 

` With the exception of the last feature all these point to the North-East- 

ern Archaic Tibetan dialects and nothing speaks directly against the 10th centu- 
ry, but it cannot be earlier, and a later dating in the early 11th century cannot 
be excluded. It is unlikely that it belongs to those texts which were added later 
to the Cave Library after its opening, but we have no criteria to exlude this. If 
it belongs to the original stock of the Cave Library, the latest possible years are 
the first years of the 11th century (1000-1005). 
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Some remarks on the Turkic language of Pelliot tibetain 1292 

There is only a slight tendency to distinguish closed /e/ arid open /à/, 
the back /i/ was on its way to being neutralized, but was still preserved in the 
neighbourhood of gutturals and sonorants. Etymological vowel length is not 
reflected, but the opposition of prosodically short and long vowels could have 
been expressed. In the case of some words we can identify the quality of the 
vowel for the first time as in the case of öz "hatred' (Clauson йг). 

A strong tendency can be observed in the assimilation according to the 
open:closed opposition: 
First category: ö+ü > ürü 

`  “wy-lyur-ma-sa = ülürmäsäfr), cf. ölürmäsär 

du-ru-sin = türüsin, cf. törüsin 

dur-lug, dur-lyug = türlüg, cf. törlüg, also dyor-lug 

zu-gud = sügüt, cf. sögüt 


Second category: ó+ü > 6+6 

"oy-tro = ötrö, cf. ötrü 

do-kos = togoz, cf. toquz 

kon-nol = könöl, cf. ko gal 

I do not see here any possibility to explain the difference betwen the two 
categories from differences in the original vocalism or in the phonetic environ- 
ment. The less so, since e.g. in Northern Brahmi we have törö and ötrö. It can- 
not be excluded that we have here to do with movable stress and the assimi- 
lation occurred according the stressed syllable. 

There operated a tendency that u changed to o if a and i followed: 

gol-Ikag-kin = golgagin, cf. qulgagin 

kod-tin-na = дойда, cf. qutina 

do-gzid = Tozit, cf. Tusit 
or preceded: 

'a-go = ayo, cf. ayu 

"a-lko = algo, cf. alqu 

"a-Zon = azon, cf. azun 

da-mo = tamo, cf. tamu 

ya-rog = ya-roq, cf. yaruq 

dur-ka-ro = turqaro, cf. turqaru 

The demonstrative pronoun is always bo. 

In certain suffixes we already find the fourfold vocalism: 
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ашу ("ad-glag/glyag) erlig (“er-rlig) 

tinliy (din-lag/dyin- lag) tükällig (thu-kal-lig) 
yarliy (yar-lyag-) tänäsisiz (dyan-na-Si-sis) 
didimliy (‘di-dyim-glag) | Бейпё ('bes/bës-sin) 


п 
törlüg (dyor/dur-lug/lyug) 
kömüllüg (go[ri]-riol-lug) 
Dzüksiz ('u-zugssus) 
törtünčü (dyor-tun-chu) 





but in other suffixes this had not yet occurred, as in tolti (dol-ti), körti (gor-di), 
oqmiš ("og-mis), tözi (dyo-zyi), türüsin (du-ru-sin), küctndà (gud-cin-da’) etc. 

The rudimentary presence of the initial h- is surely an archaic trait. 

As we have seen there are no traces of the fricative quality of the earlier 
Stops. The -r in the suffix -sar/ser begun to disappear. 

We have no indication to see in Pelliot tibetain 1292 traits of the early 
Manichean texts as was claimed by Maue and Róhrborn (1985 77, on the 
"early" date of the Manichean texts see later). Their observation is correct that 
in the text we find instead of the ablative case the locative governed by several 
verbs. 


Some special traits of other Turkic texts written in Tibetan 

One of the special graphic renderings used in the texts Mainz 329 and 
Mainz 712 was the transcription of the /k/ in back vocalic words and non-final 
position by Tibetan <gr-> such as : дауи = gra-yu, quruy = gru-yug, turgaru = 
tur-gra-yu, algo = "al-gro etc,, perhaps also for back vocalic /g/: ayirlayurlar = . 
"a-gri-Jla-yJur, yayidin =[ya]-gri-din, and from a chronological point of view it is 
of interest that in the tetx Mainz 194 we find tört = tyord, that is the postfinal 
d in Tibetan was pronunced, unlike in the other texts. 


The Turkic material in the translated texts: Pelliot tibetain 1283 

The pecularities of the text (translated and excerpted) were discussed in 
detail by Ligeti (1971). I would mention here only some important traits. The 
initial A- is consistently transcribed with <h> as in: hadagliy = ha-dag-leg, hala 
= ha-la, hirkin = hir-kin. To this category pertains the transcription of the 
Uighur ethnonym as ho-yo-hor, ho-yo-'or but here we find also a-chun 'u-yi-kor. 
The vocalic initials are written with a-chen as in "Er-myis (until now read Yer- 
mis), "og-rag = oyray, "ud = ud. Turkic /k-/ and /t-/ are written with <g> 
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and «d» respectively: ga-ra = qara, Gu-log = Külüg, gar-logs = Qarluq, dad-byi 
= Tatbi, du-rgyus = Türges, /b-/ is written with <b>: ba-ker-ba-lig = Bagirba- 
lig, be-ca-nag = Beceneg, and if it is written with a-churi the nasalization was 
present as in 'bug-chor = Chin. Mo-cho. The back vocalic [i] is in most cases 
written with «e» as in Khe-rged = Qirgiz, Ba-smel = Basmil, ha-dag-leg = 
hadagliy. The labial variants already appear as in yun-log = yuntluy. 

` On the Tibetan side we do not find the posfinal --d (yun-log could have 
been written as *yund-log), but myi is consistently used, cf. "Er-myis hir-kin = 
Ermiš hirkin. The a-churi denoted in intervocalic position a voiced fricative as in 
ho-yo-'or = Hoyoyor Le, Uighur or ku-chu-ur = Küčüyür. The praeradicals 
were in the process of disappearing as in ba-yar-bgo = Bayirgo but he-bdal = 
Heftal, bas-mel, ba-mel = Basmil, khe-rged = Kirgiz. Whether hi-kil-rkor and "i- 
byil-kor were the same or not, -rkor and kor had to be, and -r- was surely not 
pronunced in -kor. All finals seem to have been pronounced, even -s as in ges- 
dum = Kestim, the variant ba-sme for ba-smel may be a mistake, but the final - 
d may have been on its way to becoming a fricative, cf. khe-rged = Qiryiz. 

The Tibetan language of the text of Pelliot tibetain 1283 shows a some- 

what older stage than the text of the Pelliot tibetain 1292. 


Turkic names and titles in Old Tibetan texts 

In the rich Old Tibetan literature we can find many Turkic geographical 
and personal names and titles. A Turkic ruler Kha-gan Ton Ya-bgo is mention- 
ed in the Royal Annals from the years 694 and 700. In 708 we read about the 
burial of the Ga-tun that is the Qatun. There exists a fragment of a legendary 
Chronicle of the Turks where we read that the kings of the Great Turks ruled 
72 years. After they had flourished 72 years the Eastern Turks (Ai-ma sar logs- 
kyi Dru-gu) and the Western Turks (ñi-ma nub-pa logs-kyi Dru-gu) fought with 
each other. We learn from the Old Tibetan Annals that in 739 the Tibetan 
King visited the country of the Beg, and from the Chinese sources we know 
that he paid this visit to the ruler of the Turk Shahi dynasty in Gandhara on 
the occasion of the enthronement of the young King From Gesar. The daughter 
of this king became the wife of the Khotanese ruler and had the name in Tib- 
etan transcripiton ’U-ron-ga. The name Uro ya, Urot]yo occurs in many Turkic 
sources (hitherto read as Oron ya). The word is written with a-churi and based 
on this we can reconstruct a form *Huron ya. The word has the meaning "flag, 
standard” and in fact had an inital h- which can be found in the Old Russian 
sources, This word dealt with by many scholars (see e.g. Ligeti 1949) is neither 
Avar nor Mongolian as formerly was claimed by Menges (1979 157-166), it is 
Turkic. An exhaustive collection of the scattered Turkic material in the Old 
Turkic sources and its linguistic and historical evaluation is a future task. Good 
preliminary work has been done by F. W. Thomas (1931, reedited in 1951). 


TABLE I 
The inventory of the graphemes of the East Turkic Runic Script 


| ЖАТ 
| é É 
Na} M| | مد‎ 
11| 

| = du s 
cal —> 


e (only Yenisei) 


C. Sibilants 





Ë T 5 | | dL 





А. So 


g, É, (s, ei 


B 





š', 2 (only Yenisci) 






N ш - 


D. "Singles" 
SCH ei 
OE Clusters 








TABLE U 


The Tocharian Brähmi alphabet according to Krause and Thomas 1960 


[sa] 





TABLE HI 


The graphic representation of the Turkic vowels in Tibetan: 








BEE 
BE 


ШЕ 





sorella aen 
Seege 


consonant with inherent /a/ 





Keph in the word } 








ya-btags 


TABLE IV 


The graphic representation of Turkic consonants in Northern Biken 


The original letters Vowelless 
Todas i d final forms 
i for Turkic 
















Bie eee 
RETTENE : 
BESSE? 


BEE 


E 
р 


BE di «ca» OD «da» T 1 E 
«ja» Í «ja Š <tsš> NEEN 
Leet 

BER | 

remo [BEL 

EIE 

Eu cae | _ [x° <p | 
zo 

=== — £ — 
Am Ja we |S <| 

ا 









<ya> = > 



























шла 5 


The Cerebrals I< <ta> "3 PRU «da» Éo «du» 27 «na» 





TABLE V 


The graphic representations of the vowels in Khotanese Brahmi 





x 
| 








P: 
|: 


T: 
SÉ 
cel ver [et] wa) Deelen Me E 


T 
x 





D 


ara: 


Symbol of an 





TABLE VI 


The graphic representations of the consonants in Khotanese Brahmi 


LETTERS | PHONETIC VALUES = PHONETIC VALUES 










For the graphic forms see Appendix IL, alphabet v. 


TABLE VII 





ya-btags 






a a ә EY А 
2 
a "a 


ra-btags 


w'a-zur 
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APPENDIX I 


The first attempt of Hitch to identify the new Tumshuquese letters after Hitch 1981 
The List of Twelve Symbols 





2a g~ A #2) 
5 6 7 8 
[žy] ^ la [z] — khu de $^ (= #4) 
9 10 11 12 
$ — (= #7) [Yw] — šu dza xsa 


LEGEND: 8 = Konow thought these were absent from the 
eight Maralbashi documents 


() = Repeated signs 
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APPENDIX II 


The Indian alphabets from Sander 1968 


m = æ f <. © = 
= = š F4 Gë 


Indische Alphabete TAFEL 21 









EREN EE 
EE Lese. [eig o7 


ПГ: 


1. Spätes Gupta-Alphabet ! (Schrifttypus П); ca. 6. Jh. n. 

2. Gilgit/Bamiyan-Typ 11, Alphabet m (Schrifttypus S [е Ka? rschrift] I); ca. 
vom 6. Jh. n. Chr. an. 

3. Saradé- Schrift, Alphabet n (Schrifttypus S 11); ca. 13. Jh. n. Chr. 


APPENDICES 
TAFEL 22 Indische Alphabete 





epee bse frie e 
Soo le) С Е 
C e ms ie] sm eat 


Anu- - А 
svara D Ligaturen 


e 
лулу. 
tivo. z = E. jra S 
Upadhma: 
пуа +; ms %% R X T, f 
I, ER 


Í. Spates Gupta-Alphabet 1 (Schrifttypus II); ca. 6. Jh. n. Chr. 

2. Gilgit/Bamiyan-Typ II, Alphabet m (Schrifttypus S [== Sonderschrift] I); ca. 
vom 6. Jh. n. Chr. an, 

3. Säradä-Schrift, Alphabet n (Schrifttypus S IT); ca. 13. Jh. n. Chr. 
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Indische Alphabete TAFEL 23 





1. Spates Gupta-Alphabet | (Schrifttypus 1); ca. 6. Jh. n. Chr. 

2. Gilgit/Bamiyan-Typ II, Alphabet m (Schrifttypus S [= Sonderschrift] I); ca. 
vom 6. Jh. n. Chr. an. 

3. Sárad& Schrift, Alphabet n (Schrifttypus S IT); ca. 13. Jh. n. Chr. 


APPENDICES 


TAFEL 24 | Indische Alphabete 





nus Sumaj 
EE pem d 


Ligaturen 


г [ule] ые ент 
CEPI me ES 
Lour s SB SE e sia.) 
rae [xps Lee 


1. Spates Gupta-Alphabet 1 (Schrifttypus II); ca. 6. Jh. n. Chr. 
2. Gi те on II, Alphabet m (Schrifttypus S [= Sonderschrift] I); ca. 


vom 6. Jh. n. 





3. Säradä-Sc Ce MERDA n (Schrifttypus S IT); ca. 13. Jh. n. Chr. 
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Indische Alphabete TAFEL 25 









Ë 
BE 
> 
: 


BERL 
2 
DE 

EIN 
ajaj | 
DES 
ЖЕЕ 
E 
E 
E 
a 
E 


A 


kha 








RIESE EI ee 
А91 


1. Spates Gupta-Alphabet | (Schrifttypus II); ca. 6. Jh. n. Chr. 

2. Gilgit/Bamiyan-Typ II, Alphabet m (Schrifttypus S [= Sonderschrift] I); ca. 
vom 6. Jh. n. Chr. an. 

3. Sarada-Schrift, Alphabet n (Schrifttypus S IT); ca. 13. Jh. n. Chr. 
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TAFEL 26 Indische Alphabete 









pe} ep eta be te In | 


ES 
CERS. 
SS um un 









-— aturen 


; =€ 43 ЫА EG 90 
x sru š. ^" A 3 
85 3: а Wu |ы U 100 
a x 4fha | athe aha һуа Aya 
x< |4 Cu 1 y Ki 
as | ana ame 2 


1. Spätes Gupta-Alphabet | (Schrifttypus II); ca. 6. Jh. n. Chr. 

2. Gilgit/Bamiyan-Typ II, Alphabet m (Schrifttypus S [= Sonderschrift] 1); ca. 
vom 6. Jh. n. Chr. an. 

з. Sarada-Schrift, Alphabet n (Schrifttypus S II); or. 13. Jh. n. Chr. 
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Indische Alphabete TAFEL 27 





Päla-Schrift, Alphabet o (Schrifttypus S [= Sonderschrift] IH); ca. 12. Jh. n. Chr. 


APPENDICES 


Turkistanische Alphabete TAFEL 29 


SE за ааз E 
ее [e [a е erpe z ет 
lese Is js еее |= e |s je 
т аашаа ЕЯ 
UE MORI 
ЛЕЧЕ al NNI 





Turkistenischer Gupta-Typ (Schrifttypus III), Alphabet q; Frühe turkistanısche Brahim 
tSehrifttypus ТУ. Alphabet r und в; Nordturkistanische Brahmi, Тур s (Schriittypus V), 
Alphabet t, Nordturkistanische Brahmi, Typ b (Schrifttypus VI}, Alphabet u Südturki- 
stanısche Brahim Se ‘hrifttypus VII), Alphabet v 
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TAFEL 30 Turkistanische Alphabete 













[| | | T ee P s ra 


[- | 
BS 


Bc Rr edd 








= + 
svara EE 


Vis F |? 38 
X. J $5 °F kara X. Ara kkra 
Aaf - — , 1? 
Ger R 2 z. ate 
êl | EE 
Vırãma ج‎ е „1 i & 
i "ES 


Turkistanischer Gupta-Typ (Schrifttypus III), Alphabet q; Frühe turkistanische Brühini 
(Schrifttypus IV), Alphabet r und s; Nordturkistanisehe Brahmi, Typ a (Schrifttypus V). 
Арнау bi- „Nordturkistanisehe Brühini, Typ b (Schrifttypus Vf), Alphabet u; Südturkı 
stanische Brahmi (Schrifttypus VII), Alphabet v 
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Turkistanische Alphabete TAFEL 31 












EE 
Eo ed eg 
SISE SG 
“+ ale) | [e] is 
meaa] Jaja] |181 Jee] | 
ге |2 аја а ја) ae | je) 
EE ега 
mu m iei 
SCH аго зар 
SE Eqs epi 





ҮҮ CLER 
ve Bal ы |@ a ЫН £ |8] 
Г аа з Гаја орз | [ole 5 
“|# |6 laja] fèe Pe] ||| | 
уг jale ^ fgg | [eis 
E EIUS 


urkistanischer Gupta-Typ (Sehrittypus Ш) j Alphabet q Frühe istanische Brähm 
ze Ate ури «Ivi GEN Ver TE sche Brahmi, Typ a a (Schr GO) typus 3 
Alphabot t istanieche Drabro Тур b Gehrifttypie « VI), Alpha 

stanische Brähm a (Schr iftt Курык dii Alpha abet 





BEL 
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TAFEL 32 Turkistanische Alphabete 


EE 
WE Lo s oe ee 

ag a a |а e iksels 3 £ 

EE SE 








«| | Z <| t. 
Ee Bäss 


Typ (берг iftt; typus NÉE рза abet 9: or 
& Se iftt typus iv, Alpis Su ао ; Nordturkistanische Brah: Kee ehr en E An 
Alphabet Brahmi, Typ b “Se hrifttypus ch E abet u; Sid 
Stanisehe Br oar (Sc! hi in M pus m vi. Alpha abet v 


APPENDICES 


Turkistanische Alphabete TAFEL 33 


о 





Turkistanischer Gupta-Typ (Schrifttypus III), Alphabet g; Frühe turkistanische Brähmi 
(бегин уре IV), Alphabet т und в; Nordturkistanische Brahmi, Typ a (Schrifttypus V), 
Alphabet t; Nordturkistanische Brahmi, T. e AN (Sebntttypus vi). Alphabet u; Südturki- 
stanische Brähmi {Schrifttypus VII), Alpha, 
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TAFEL 34 Turkistanische Alphabete 




















EE 
EIERE a ê 
[epu gu» ruso т Ана Pal aa € r | 
ole tet € | | | | fet | 
eh کی چ د‎ 


RA i 
[e| jejee] | | [ej | | 
„т ИГ ГГ ГЕ 
[eres |x [mgr sm us | 
pam аа € 
ШИШИ ӨП ИЕ ШШ eu БЕШ 

Ligaturen 
dal wala] EMEA 
EZABAPENA 
BEER 
NEIST | 9513.3. 


irkis aTyp (Sehrifttypus Ш). Alphabet q; „Frühe sche Brähm 
(Beh situ ‘ype SC “Aiphone ; Nor geet ge Schr ке om 3 
E arkis Brat ami, Tye d “Seb acd ур» IE Alphabet u; Süd 

Gre? ehr nn eg s VID). Alpha abet 
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Turkistanische Alphabete TAFEL 35 


















— - 
E? EE 
= [Fale 212 [а |та DENE 
| | | | | | fè ale la 4 

MEAN‏ 8ع 
аа е ее E‏ 
ل اال ل St‏ 


SEBRE 


SIE ИИГЕ 


заана тс: ишш 
m bo 


ES oe 

s.s 
[s ee le [э э [š || 
EH ELBE sisa ра 
e| esze] |e |& m je + x +s š |è] 
E ARG Phi r 


(Schrift: typus s III), Alphabet 
[ss туні iv. у. Alphabet abet r er ; Nordturkistanische Hakan Typ 8 ae i typus "Y. 
habet t; Nordtu e Brühmi, Typ b (Sekri rifttypus Vi. Alphal 
en Brähmi (Sehr itty ea ; VID), Alp habet 
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TAFEL 36 Turkistanische Alphabete 














t + |5 [8 
D rara ДК ЕЕ a 
Fa mn WEGE lel | 
OR E ORC ANEREN 
else) |+] jeals 1а | 
er Pie 
Pj» > [a Ë | 
ECE eth HAD 
= | || | | ae as | | 
EL ea 
“| Le |€ le [a [area > | + |8 | 
L| | | у а 
е IR le hse еа 
pe Peels mie s 
RS Ge ا‎ C 





Ligaturen 


L mM و‎ 
JE $t. 





r Gupta ТУР, (99 ad hos Wi ш, Alphabet 
(Set typus iv) AM ha abot e Nord urkistanische Baht E Typa (s "Sch type "E 
habet ráhmi, NT b “Sehr ifttypus s VI). Alphabe irki- 
sche Br ähmt (Se chr ft pus Syn, Alphabet 


APPENDICES 


Turkistanische Alphabete TAFEL 37 









Ee Pi ae el 
“Bar FF тутж FF 
а | | jeje, Iesel EE 
EE a 
Br] ee 
Ü| Re жЕ | | e | 
PHH 
a Aa EE 

IS 
wo MEL. ДАИ Б Е 
MESE NORGE 
EE | 
EE EE BE EEE 
SE 



















Harna be te be 
tal [e| Né Бег 
et |#| EE. расла 


(Бой iftt, tty] s III), Alphabet Frühe turkistanische Вга! 
(Sehri Zen ee Э, Хр habe © ep Nor rdturkistanische Bishmi, 7 Typ a (8 a (Se ie iftt typus 3 
; Noi ráhmi, eh (Schrifttypus s VI), Alphabe 
See Brahmi T (Schrifttypus a VII) Alpha! 
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TAFEL 38 Turkistanische Alphabete 

















Sree г s 
1512 1и 
= рыза аа Pele] іж 
E fear ие = е] 


шиш 

Sete ا‎ 
ТОЛГАН АГАГА 
sl eil fa Ва # [9 F&F | 





КОШЕГЕ ГЫЛ T 
„ык [| [к 
zer 
Ligaturen 
KIT GER а: Јата Та аа. 
арја SE HEIEIFIEN 
OLLI x4 tik ex 
RO 


upta ТУР (беп iftt typus ue рн abet q: Ета! 
E typ у, Alphabet а oe га nische Brähn py Schr pg si SE 
rdturkis Typ b, er dën Ары ste N dog wki 
tan sche Brah mi (Schr Vi We “vn. Aler abet 
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Turkistanische Alphabete TAFEL 39 


k 


E 





Turkistanischer Gupta-Typ (Schrifttypus III), Alphabet q; Frühe turkistanische Brähmi 
(Schrifttypus TV), Al abet r und s; Nordturkistanische Brahmi, a (Schrifttypus V), 
Alphabet 1; Nordturkistanische Brahmi, Typ b (Schrifttypus VI), Alphabet u; Südturki- 
stanische Brahmi (Schrifttypus VII), Alphabet v. 
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TAFEL 40 Turkistanische Alphabete 


ov 


EE 
el et el N 
ааа жа ер 
ОЕА LEN. eech | 
GERBER. SS leg 
-[r|$| ea CIEE 
(bal | [ela] [ves |3 چ‎ 
elm its) && |٩ 1)4 1| 
Ыы. le. RoE 
j| jet | lat bale [z]|w| | 
GI | ala] pele |= јада | 





tanischer V) Ap abet (Schrift! i onis IIJ), Alphabet q; nische Brahmi 
К ifa bad ГҮ); Iphi und s urkistanische Mu тура » (Schr typus У), 
Brahmi, Typ. b Gcr ifttypus VI), Alphabe Südturki- 

SE Brahms 1 (Schrift ne РУП). Alphabe 
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TAFEL 41 










Fremdzeichen 


Le ocharrsch * 
% na ге C, 2, o f 


Urgurisch ^ 





Urgurisch 


1 Die Fremdzeichen wurden J. FILLIOZAT, Fragments de Textes Koutchéens, 1948, ent- 
nommen. Vgl. auch E. Srec/W. Sauma, Tocharische Sprachreste, Sprache B, Heft 2, 
1953. 

2 Die Fremdzeichen wurden A. v. GABAIN, Alttürkische Grammatik, 1950, entnommen. Aus 
der Gegenüberstellung mit den tocharischen Fremdzeichen wird deutlich, daß die Uiguren 
die Brahmi von den tocharisch sprechenden Bewohnern der Turían-Oase übernommen 
haben. Vgl. hierzu auch A. v. GABAIN, Die Schreiber der alttürkischen Brühmi-Texte, 
Studia Orientalis Fennica, Vol. XXVIII, Heft 5, Helsinki 1964. 


Die sakischen Fragmente weisen gegenüber den Sanskrithandschriften nur das Fremd- 
zeichen а auf. Vgl. M. Leumann, Sakische Handschriften, 1934. 


ө 
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APPENDIX III 


lines 10-18 from Gabain 1954 (Tafel П) 


Text G, 








Fh. 






EE 


ІЯ +$, 
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10 egi £ p 
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g. 
t 


эз, 





H rei 


5 
th 
si shi lr ga rā Шуй шшк Ayu] 
š në SEN 


4. 


Hx Е ko Log ls 25:94 A SE E 


А & ce 9 ч . 

(al бүлү „а id a t ag yt 
à ti {а ñu тт ñpolsum as йй - a dhiläyati Ggri yur 
tilanur тоді] EES sänin Gyriyur 


съ ё 


е 
t- 


e 
Ë em 


12 E 841. iris "ursus. 
fa] dS у. prm C à p Ft 


en 


dË q wÉ ا‎ tp. 


dá qi mü lip - 
üdaqum alip 


ap 


pe 
BE rn 


E 1 " P 
p smr të som аА рі 
ögäñü рі [...] 


айй уа - 


EI 


Ба вз 


Fr ж. 


M S. "a UN CE NER e ae 
. t t tlhr: š 
STE ee a oe S EE 
(чш. ке sa nigronthilàr jfidtiputri{ko] jňūti putri lr. hlàr - bhinnd - gärriSmis Lor 
.  migronthilür 


jit pulrürhlar garrismizlar . 
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azo hon э EM zd ay Ep qug 
& uy y ке my ky v H mi y J P m H 
& zu oya. hi оца Ai syo zlyà $my& kkyö- Raitemlvam -Ayanmüni syam-a jä nû. si < рі Imya z sym a 
Gm бї бї sözlälmäkkä Dän münt sün pümüz sün 


— 


5 be IjA ye RAT 


Ste 


° * 38 a zt i è ¿m & aa š 

a-t m A‘t‘s ‘aq j wéi s -k m n mate 
2 Im, yo š) i vy u à ys 98 
a ymyā mo ñi tvam-syam-& jū në si - pli rsyam-ki mmu мб, тубт ñyā Jup g 
ymà mofit sän plirsän kim mund& man ñätög ` 


WI 


с 
16 gages "ae 44:55 he 
а OU TM nee 
s, i, A PEE ВА ves ye hea ae SE 
syo zlyà gyu KC pasic]äfd ајуосо.· кет sya zlyà ti à - o. bhi ш rnam te о rio gq 
sözläögülüküg kem sörlälin ortoq_ 
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dli Gd 


40897 
a ai 
kya p h r Е k tyt L- De E “г p Im] 
куйга. po ha. го. olyla ài ke Sg l ° và dom sû. wig - và. di d prajmo] 
ка. б ket&r sawig 
18 uc ie 


Ref 22 © Jee 2 дб 


а biii A 4 & 

Ш gp rk n í milih i k ku 
` [шщ pi rri ki ndi Sky&- mu kha 50. kti ka yû 
... läyu pirr ikindiskä 
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APPENDIX IV 














€ Z, ү e ABE ABS AS ç ^ + q % $e pos 1 
Re z DN +h Metu h m d. 4 i 
9م‎ Cu š e y 1 G, d Ы Cw D K i i 
e $ iv с H : 6 i 
$ 4° my > 7v + t E Cee. EE уг eT ^ Ap Co» e j i 
Ge We c of 38 wort on i 
Кә ee Sw wh + , 4 ¢ ^ ра , : ` А ty Ar so “i i 
у GM LC Ap Zo d FOr ч i 
А A TRU D t Р 
¢ Y а % PAP awe T ¢ ; d NES 4 as aw š 
d ٠ (0S Que T: Bue S м; ۰ feu le Qa e G “Ë . i 
eae Te Ф Q S ee reg Ра Раа a 5 
m - - т a $ r 
S G x Wee.) uin med oo Ë k b ea 52 7 š 
5 a Mat Š X hi GUT q Es doe P p Z © ep ger Ce zi 
D . $ Se Ce Sg d c Yea, $^ El dr i $r $ 
dO. zs 0 Ce oos PLA ANGE f та Aa Š 
Ë L = Te w Go | ge mV OT, сє с OS. V 6 Fr = 
Ë rm o Es Уу Чү К A ce fu 4 `Z Lé r M woy 2 
s Eh D op pel a Cm bi. d efe PL О 
1 Ew s, 0) соо) 
Š ` a б. li c. C 
Ë Pr Fol E ye 
v EN i' p ‘a т T 
An, cy (т Ce, 
2 ES SCH Jie Go ehn, 
E 


APPENDICES 157 


CLASSES a PA 
EN > be nn «4» e 
165 ee Fe STAR 
е û о. а e tt cù à tío 
ké t hihm-t р. h L hihvbn 
kye sä hü. lai hä: hame - tupt. hu. lai. hö.: ht vt bana 
keš L 


CS SR EE 2-9 
e š = +... a € rä e ` 
hm krik. bhdnhm y ék- ns hm 
ап u Ы be v y 
home kü гйй Ui kü byi ho, dii,nol hame yo $ kü. nve sdyä home 
quinos. yašią, 


2-2. IPP „о Мэ, 3 
167 š SY EE rega $ وص‎ ech 2-94 d sel 

oi à tt à i 
kp ak ht hip iq khm-y h: 


ka pë.ho.: kë, hu. lai hà hî vt thu ra kà ho, má. -yihi: ra hà : K hut Loi 
Goal x yiyupoq 


hä - mü nü k& ha me- -kye 50.40. KL ^ pa roi skho. rë. - bam da hame 
ke$ цік, 
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LI = e . 4 
EE 
a = . ä e t N e u 
bh:r-dnhvthnhm: sd b nhm-t ts 
f ù 
ba ha: rai- du, në ҺЕМ tham nä hame -sadi brraznë hame ttuttast 
başari sali ` tutasi 
Tee IU Wm > ner 
UO ues. ne neg 2 
. а 1 a & 
ygn a h:ys-skldk 
ü u ke 





yügu,na - tti,nd -tHiysginä gaihá: ahä:yst - sakalä drrükä 
yügün бл tizgin yiş og zi sagaldrug 


171 Co, ک2 ج عدو‎ gs 


M م‎ syz 3 
ee. dom | ee | n к. Na 
idh adm yp-amysh SES k tn 


i doi hä -adrri,mä -yapı - cmäysthä - „Kämülädrrühä. кашла, 
iig odrim уар, emziy kómüldrüy qolun 


Lë 
172 Genf deas 22-45 $ ee. 522442442 
x « 
a à SC ee ud i à e & 
Сз газак itunes ck 
i t tu kd У tk 


Кака. - tidi- uttu hä: ki гоі hä- küdisähä:nä erkaki. 
togo tili ши qiri qudisgon terkök 


173 


174 . 


pry dio pr pyy Fey dy 


UM „> ae pe ov er ENG, 
c ü а е à & à о оь L & a 
thek-G@bn-kys-td-tm-adnttna 
t" i, t E tot 
e e a D BR 61 
8 h r h chs Í ra hd 
E. 3 he t 9 Gen 


tle ha:kä-ulünä - keysä - tidal -Lomau- odi n& Halt, n 
skai gahe rahă chaskom tira. hamdrrämgä. gisana 
teyük щил. ker töli tomo alin tulun 


беа eee PIT Dn йд 20,2. TH 
Pš: Ree v3 ` xg n BET 3 


e d аа goes — 

kg k рК: Керк. у tkrk yn mkrk an 
D t - ^ ep 

b kU. t m Ú hm js s u l his 

p e ü t c 


kasî - kapakü - kirdiptka- yttti karákà -yürümä kürakë Tiä 
brraukalai teimmülä hime jastä siyätcem halasa 
дй qapaq kirpik yiti qaraq. yürüm qaraq in 


HU HER. اک‎ ey. ` a e a ` 
Ke 
älä aa a a Ba ei A 
ynk-tsth aysh:-ynk ksh: oh n 
a t t” 
a Ta sa 
vt ys m h k 


yiiphaké. - Kisättahä : oysaihä : yanakä kasaizhä : ehi, пй. 
valcà ysimä haksä 
yunaq Шоу олу yanaq qošiy eyin 
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УЛ A Zac V 
EET EU EES en felt 
Gë ТЕНЧ CH a 
wä a soba Bik тат “E Í”. 
ovrh:sSark-etkr-ydd ct уп“ 
u u t E t u 


ou vü&ruhü : sa;hüraik& callákirü, utdad: сайа, уйпа, 
| vahai ysü sakye saba, 
ovruy зу бад yildi cao iin 


177 ЕГЕРДЕ. rn 


8 ` + ` 
AN 4 x 5 Se M 3 
„ваа её RÀ rt tà ey а 
äray-an tmh:k ckn yrn $n 
at t v u 


оо 

ü rita Gyoi-cnd Шатбђа: кё ctkind gartnü esunü 
па. mü stham phallonai 

ort oyi en tamyaq čikin yarin ešün 


"aut 42 < e 
18 Ҹу ی ےک رچ‎ 


üd i à à с š ~ = PME 
kr bdk ay- yy ysb hisk Kk s 
körai bidnkü Gyo -  yügst - büh&'soki-kaküysá sü- 
qarî Ыр aya - yüzi - bügsäk  köküz si- 


nüräsahä : yond ürtlä,nä guisa HT узб. bouhu,: nä убаа, 
nirsay yan orton yüz lz boyun yoda 


з 2.8 2.. 2.5.9. cA | 
10 ages Pra Maree Pep Pete 


a 6 = 0t = = ai a i a 
bkik-a hick-apk- ут k- b hir dk 


baqa ñakä- € hau: cak&- апрбка. yürakä - bahai, : rä tidaka 
baqafiag, qon Gpkü,  uürük boyu Шад 


>a ч оо A 
Wi o- €^ én. e a € . 
TE gg 
on ё a i TT ш. ü “ë BAR 
gt: iq euME bd-bh:n y m krhia 
Ha 


- збу са, karnal- bidi - bauha,: në yu mu rükarähü:kö 
öt зимо оті bii böyän yumur Кабк 


M 
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A š S Š "ETE а. а ё &T‏ قب 
jmd RAMS ab. h k:‏ 


sarka,fioká - bohü:rüs&hü: auysä etti ou usas në- gürügaküt 


sarqofíaq bayirsoy G ей özün gürgük 1- 
= c P eu D oral < Px 
183 sehe TA. 
. 9 TUN 
ё аа а. а ш à аї обо t & о і 
deck, anc. b her éi key ay bk 

й wv 


däpacräkä - à acá - bou hü:rá- ya,nötai kausürai eyü bai ki 
lpafak ` Sot böğür yün eli kösri ey biqin 


184 I vu, 2- 
п Te, 5 ph: e 


nä Чаш, sã- sapäha : kä 
-n tëš sopyaq 


The quiver and the bowcase 


- (165) 1. 
2. 

(166) 3. 
4. 

(167) 5. 
6. 


(168) 7. 


Кеў <kyesä> 'quiver'. К keš. 


. tipi <ttupi> ’its bottom’. К tüp. 


qur ошад <kurnalukä> 'bowcase'. K quru yluq also Кеў q. 'quiver and 
bowcase _ t 

yasig <yasikä> 'bow case. К yasig "Türk dialect. The Oguz and the 
Qifčaq do not know this word, they call it qurman'. 

qapyaq <kapäha:kä> 'cover of the quiver’. K qap yaq. 

yiyiryoq <yibi:rähä:kä> ‘something which draws together the quiv- 
ег.СЕ K yi yril- mo draw together (man his arms from cold, garment 
shrunk from being washed)’. 

keš уй «kyeSà yuki> ‘the binding or fastening of the quiver’. Cf. 
Kirg. dzik ‘blankets or pillows used for piling against the door’, К ük- 
to pile up’, ükäk box. 


The bow 


(169) 8. 
9. 
10. 


bayari <baha:rai> "its handgrip’. K ya bayri the middle of the bow’. 
sali «sadi» ’its flat side (of the bows handgrip)’. К sal ‘raft’. 
tutasi <ttuttasi> 'its handle’. K tut- "Чо catch’. 


The harness 


(170) 11. 
12. 

. 13. 

14. 


15. 
16. 


(171) 17. 


yügün <yugu,na> bridle’. К yügün. 

tin <tti,nä> "halter. K tin. 

tizgin «ttisgi,nà» "reins. К tin tizgin “halter and bridle’. 

yiy <yaihä:> "horse bit’. K yügün yigi "bit of the bridle’ (DK read yik), 
to *yig-’press’, yigi ‘dense’. 

ayzi <ahä:ysi> ’its opening hole(mouth)’. К ayzi to ayi. 

sagaldrug <sakalädırukä> ‘the throatstrap of a headstall’. K sagal- 
durug "name for the thread woven from silk which is attached to caps 
in order to fasten the cap underneath the chin so it does not fall off 
cf. further SD 1137. 

iliy <idaihä:> 'attachment (on the harness)’. Uigh ilig tutuy 'attach- 
ment and ties’, Kirg ilik ’zacepka’. 
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The saddle 


18. 


adrim <adıri,mä> ‘saddle pad’. Perhaps to K adir- чо separate (? 
horseback and saddle)’. 


19. yapi <yapi> "horsblanket'. K yapi saddlecloth, Gigi dialect 

20. emziy <emäysihä:> "ће extremity of a saddle-bow’. Cf. К emzüg up 
of a saddle-tree on front or back’ (DK I 134 add ’first U altered from 
original A(?Y. 

21. kömüldrüy «Xka,mulàdrruhá:» "breast strap. К kömüldürük ‘the 
breast-girth on the saddle’. 

22. golun <kalunä> '(saddle) girth’. K golan saddle girth’. 

(172) 23. togo <ttaka> "belt buckle (with a tongue)’. К toqu 'belt buckle’ and 
CC toya 'Schnalle; Ring am Zaumzeug’. 

24. tili <ttidi> 'its (the buckles) tongue’. К til. 

25. utuy <üttuhä:> 'a broad strap on the left side of the saddle’. Cf. K 
utyun "a broad strap on the saddle from the left side; the ring of the 
girth is attached to it and fastened with а tongue(!)’. 

26. giriy <kiraihä:> selvage (of the saddle)’. K giryag ‘the selvages of a 
garment’ to giriy 'edge, border’. 

27. qudisyon <kudisäha,:nä> 'crupper strap’. K quduz yun (so DK I 13, 
until now misread), Kirg kuzuskan (Almássy 1901 438). Osm. kuskun 
< *quyuzqun < *quduzqun. 

28. terkök <tterkaki> ‘Saddle strap’. Cf. K terkii (terkó?] (DK read tergü) 
Saddle strap’. 

The arrow 
(173) 29. teyäk «tteba:kà» 'incison on arrow’. Teleut tak ‘der Kerb am Ende 
des Pfeils an den man ihn gegen die Sehne drückt. 

30. шип <ulü,nä> 'arrow shaft’. К ulun. 

31. kez <keysä> 'arrow notch’. K käz. 

32. töli <ttadai> 'its progeny?'. К töl, (or read toli 'a part of the arrow?’). 

33. tomo <ttomgu> ‘the round top ef the (arrow) head(?y. Cf. Kirg 


tomo 'komel' roga; the root of the horn’ to *tom ‘round thing’, K 
tomur- to cut rounded’, Tara tom 'walzenrund, rund’, Chag tomalaq 
‘round’, Khaz tomar Stump of a tree, block, thick log’ etc. 


The horse 


34. 
35. 
(174) 36. 
37. 
38. 
39. 


40. 


alin «adi,ná» 'forehead'. K alin. 

tulun <ttulu,nd> ‘temples’. К tulun ‘temple (of the head)’. 

дай «ka& ’its brim, eyebrow’. К qaš. 

qapaq <kapaki> 'eyelid'. K qapaq. 

kirpik <kiräpikä> ‘eyelash’. K kirpik. 

уй qaraq <yi,ttä karäkä> ‘pupil of the eye’. К üt but the Oguz say 


yürüm qaraq «yuru,má kärakä> ‘the white of the eye ’. К ürün qa- 
raq. ç 


41.ig «ihà» ‘slime’. K yin. 


(175) 42. 
43. 
44. 
45. 
46. 
41. 
(176) 48. 


49. 
50. 
51. 
52. 
53. 
(177) 54. 
55. 
56. 


57. 
58. 

59. 

(178) 60. 
61. 

62. 

63. 

64. 


yunag <yu,hakš> small hair’. K yun. 

aS tay <ttiššttahá-> 'molar tooth, crown of the tooth’. K tis, tay. 
aziy <aysaihä:> 'canine tooth’. К azi y. 

yarıaq <yänakä> ’cheekbone’. К yanaq. 

qasiy <kasaihä:> 'inside of the cheeks’. К qasiy ’id., jaws’. 

eyin <ehi,:nä> Shoulder’. К agin. 

ovuruy <auyuäruhä:> ‘vertebra’... K ou ‘first vertebra of the 
neck, the more correct form ... is oyruy’ (without specifying the dial- 
ect). 

satviq <sa,häraikä> ‘rump’. K sayri "hide, Osm. титр". 

Catqir <cattäkirä> 7 

yildi <yi,dadi> ‘descended?’ 

Cato <catta> ‘ladder?’. Uig. šatu. 

ün <uvunä> ‘rise!?’ 

art oyi <ärttä ayai> ‘the hollow of the nape’. K art ‘nape’, oy ‘ravine’. 
er) <enä> "check K àg. 

tamyaq <ttämāha:kä> ‘throat’. K tam yaq so the Turks, the Oguz 


- and Kipchak say tamaq ‘throat, larynx", Turki tam yaq ‘palate’. 


Сіп <ciki,nä> "upper shoulder’. Osm čigin (Redhouse). 

yarin <yarina> Shoulder blade’. К yarin. 

ейп <esu,nä> ‘the point of the shoulder’. K dsiin Shoulderblade’. 
qarî <kärai> "foreleg, upper arm’. K qarî. 

bilak <bidakä> ’wrist, forearm’. K biläk. — 

aya <äya> "palm of the hand (?). К aya. 

yüzi <yuysi> "its (sur)face’. K yüz. 

büysük <buhä:sakä> upper chest’. K bügsäk (DK:böksek). 
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65: 
(179) 66. 


67. 


68. 
69. 
70. 


71. 


(180) 72. 


73. 
74. 
75. 
76. 
77. 
(181) 78. 
79. 
80. 
81. 


82. 


83. 
84. 


(182) 85. 
86. 
87. 


88. 
89. 
(183) 90. 
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küküz <kakuysä> 'breast'. К köküz (DK kögüz). 

sa arsay <sa,häräsahä:> 'the hindquarters of a horse where a second 
rider sits’. K sinarsuq. 

yan <ya,nä> ‘socket or tips of the hipbone. K yan (only this 
meaning, not side’). 

orton yüz <artta,ná yuysä> ‘the middle (sur)face’. К ortu, yüz. 

fiz <ttiysä> ’knee’, К fiz. 

boyun <bauku,:nã> ’knuckle’. K boyun, bo yum, (acc. to DK a later 
hand corrected on K 201 the kesre to damma, i.e boyin to boyun 
(more likely vice versa). [Read bögün ?]). 

yoda <yada> ‘thigh’. Yellow Uighur, New Uighur yota, Turki yote, 
yöte. 

baqafiog <bakafiaka> ‘the frog in the horses hoof’. К BAQ’Y(N)AQ 
the space between the two sides of a cloven hoof or one of the two 
sides of a cloven hoof’, BAQA’Y(N)UQ ‘the frog of a horses hoof’ Y 
has two dots beneath and one above. Cf. No. 85. 

eyocak <ehau,:cakä> °?” ? to К еріп shoulder’, cf. 47. 

öpkä <aupäka> "lung’. K öpkä, öwkä. 

yürük <yurakä> 'heart'. K yüräk. 

bayir <bahai:rä> ’liver’. K ba yir. 

Шад <ttidakä> ’clitoris’. K ад. 

öt <gutta> 'gali bladder’. K öt. 

suv(a)éo(?) <suyaca> °? 

garni <karnai> 'its belly’. К qarin. : а 
bidi <bidi> 'its face(?)’. Uigh. bet, or cf. Turki, Khot bijek, bijik 
"nipple, female breast’ ? 

böyän <bauha,:nä> ’caecum’. K bögün (so DK, while, Cl read bü- 
ken). 

yumur <yamura> ‘stomach’. K yumur 'caecum of an animal’. 

käryök <karäha:kä> 'paunch Or. K kärgük something like the third 
stomach (sheep)’. [Read qaryoq?]. 

sarqañaq <sarka,fiaka> “third stomach’. K S4R.QIY(N)Q ‘third stom- 
ach of a ruminant, the form with mun is a variant, as in Arabic mizab, 
minzab, misar, minsar', cf. 72. baqañoq above. 

bayırsoy <baha:rasaha:> entrails’. K ba yirsuq. 

öz eti <апуѕа etti» "internal flesh(?)’. К üz is 'grease', but öz ‘the 
heart and what is inside the belly’. 

özän <auysa,nä> internal part’. Uigh özen. 

yürgäk <yurägakä> '?' 


= Mee 


`Hpacoq filpacok <idäpacakä> °” 
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91. 6 óc «a,üacà» ‘larynx’. Uighur ó üc ’id.’, Кір. ó góc ‘gullet’. 
92. böyür <bauhu:ra> "kidney. К bögür. 
93. уйп eti <ya,nättai> ‘flesh’. К et yen "body flesh’. 
94. kösri <kausärai> Side of the chest’. K kösri (DK küsri) ‘ribcage’. 
95. ey <eyš> ’rib?. Cf. K eyegü ‘rib (of animal)'? 
96. bigin <baikinš> ір”. K biqin. 
(184) 97. 15% <ttgu,$ä> sternum, breast bone’. К tös. _ 

98. sapyaq «sapüha:ká» ‘waist’. K sap yaq. 

99. yük see 7. 

100. qaraq see 39, 40. 

101. tay see 43. 

102. oy see 54. 

103. eti see 86, 91. 
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APPENDIX V 


The fragment of the Turkic Sekiz Yükmek 


The Uighur text of the Sekiz Yükmek was published by W.Bang in col- 
laboration with Avon Gabain and G.R.Rachmati This edition is based on 
several fragments, among others a Scroll from the Stein Collection in London 
(B. M. 8212: 104), two texts from Kyoto, many fragments kept in Berlin, and 
two pieces from Petersburg, published by Radlov. The publication of Bang 
appeared in the Tiirkische Turfantexte VI (SPAW 1934 93-192, repr. 1971). 

The fragment in Tibetan script is now kept in West Berlin under the 
code number Mainz 329, its word stock has been published by Clauson (1962 
97-100). The ten lines of the fragment are on the right side of a page torn in 
the middle. The text corresponds to the lines 142-162 of the one edited by 
Bang. There are some discrepancies and perhaps also misreadings in Bangs 
version. 


Mainz 329 [1]. [..] bo-di-si-byid-lar [...] 


bodisiwidlar 


SY ed Bang [142]. bodistwlar 


[2]. "iyn-ca “a-[ya]-yur "a-gri-[rla -y]ur ta-pyi-nur "u-du-nu[r] 
inca ayayur ayirlayur fapinur udu-nur 
[144]. inca ayayur ayrilayurlar — tapinur ^ udu-nur 


[3]. -si-byid kyim gra-yu tyo-zun-lar "og-li | [...]tyo-zun 
(bodi)siwid kim дауи tözünlär oyli tózün[...] 
[146]. bodistw qayu tözünlär oyli tözünlär 


[4]. "eyr-tya-àu the-rin tyoz yil-diz no-mug "ug-sar "byi[...] 
Grti fü teri töz уйй: nomug ugsar bi(lig) 
[148]. ártingü tering töz yiltiz nomuy [149]uqsar ol 


[5]. kyim “ol tin-lig tur-gra-ru |'byil-kya "byi-lig-li[g]]...] 
kim ol tinliy turgaru bigä biliglig ` 
[150]. tisär ol іону turqaru [151] bilgà bilig közün 


[6]. tli]r "ol yo-grug "byi-lir | "byil-kya "byi-li[g]]...] 
(йй ol yoqu'y' bilir Ый bilig 
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[152]. titir ol yoquy [153] biligli bilgà bilig 


[7]. "al-gro tyo-rog yog gru-rug kyor-sar "ol tin-lig[...] 
alqo  tórüg yoq quruy körsär ol tinliy 
[154]. alqo törlügüg yoq quruy — kórsár[155] ol tinliy 


[8]. kyorg "u-la’-di | "al-di tyor-lu[g] [ya]-gri-din grud-ru 
körk шай alti törlüg yayidin qutru 
[158]. körk ulati alti tórlüg yayilarta üni qurtulur 


[9]. gru-rug [...Jir | “oyn kyog yi-ma "[...] "og "e[...] 
quruy [gir бп бе yimä [ol] oq äfrür] 
[158]. quruy titir бпр körk[159]yimä ol oq ärür 


[10]. sa-{-}if-] [-..Jine byi-lig yi-ma "ak-[...]'og[...]byil 
salqinč] [qil]inč bilig yimä “al[qo] oq[miš] bifl-] 
‚ [161]. sagin® qilinč{162] bilig yükmäkig alqo insä bilmiš oqmiš 
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